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ABSTRACT 
THE USE AND MISUSE OF WEALTH ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN 
CHRYSOSTOM 
by 
K l e a n t h i s Xenophon Kourtoubelides, B.A. 
Today, when one i s being constantly reminded that the 
cause of s o c i a l j u s t i c e i s of the very essence of 
C h r i s t i a n i t y , i t i s important and h e l p f u l to r e f l e c t t h a t 
t h i s i s not a new development i n C h r i s t i a n teaching over 
the past hundred y e a r s , but has i n f a c t s o l i d roots i n 
e a r l y C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n . One of the strongest and most 
eloquent spokesmen f o r t h i s demand for C h r i s t i a n 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and involvement i n the i s s u e s of s o c i a l 
j u s t i c e i s John Chrysostom, bishop, pastor, teacher and 
prophet i n the C h r i s t i a n communities of Antioch and 
Constantinople i n the l a t t e r part of the fourth century. 
By way of i n t r o d u c t i o n , a b r i e f survey of the E a r l y 
Church's a t t i t u d e to wealth from i t s Gospel o r i g i n s to 
the end of the t h i r d century i s provided. Then follow 
t h r e e chapters: the f i r s t deals with the proper use of 
wealth, i . e . alms-giving and r i c h people as stewards of 
the poor. Chrysostom argued that some wealth i s given by 
God to r i c h people, who i n turn are to a c t as God's 
stewards. Riches used i n the s e r v i c e of other people are 
much more l i k e l y to be considered g i f t s from God while 
wealth t h a t i s i l l - g o t t e n or s e l f i s h l y spent i s u s u a l l y 
thought to be permitted by God r a t h e r than s p e c i a l l y 
provided. The second deals with Chrysostom's argument 
t h a t r i c h people who abuse t h e i r wealth make the poor 
s u f f e r . He observes says t h a t t h e i r wealth i s derived 
from dishonest business, the misfortune of others and 
t a k i n g i n t e r e s t on loans. F i n a l l y , i n the t h i r d chapter, 
Chrysostom's teaching on the use and misuse of wealth i n 
the l i g h t of the a f t e r - l i f e are discussed. The t h i r d 
chapter a l s o examines the arguments of those scholars who 
suggest t h a t Chrysostom's works were e i t h e r s o c i a l i s t or 
communist and concludes that they are n e i t h e r . 
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IV 
INTRODUCTION 
HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
The e a r l i e s t C h r i s t i a n s l i v e d i n d a i l y expectation of the 
end of the world, which they both feared and hoped f o r . 
In. l a t e r times t h i s expectation came to fade away, p a r t l y 
because of the passage of time and p a r t l y because upper 
c l a s s C h r i s t i a n s had more of a stake i n the a f f a i r s of 
t h i s world. T h i s development influenced the whole course 
of C h r i s t i a n l i f e and thought.^ 
Jesus C h r i s t counselled some of h i s followers to s e l l 
t h e i r possessions and contribute the proceeds to the 
poor(St. Mark's Gospel 10:21); He t o l d them that they 
could not serve God and "Mammon", the God of wealth. I n 
the Gospel of S t . Luke one f i n d s denunciations of the 
r i c h and the same s p i r i t i s r e f l e c t e d i n the e p i s t l e of 
S t . James. On the other hand, S t . Paul does not denounce 
the wealthy, even though he recommends an a t t i t u d e of 
aloof n e s s from one's possessions ( I Corinthians 7, 29-
30) . 
I n the Book of the Acts of the Apostles there i s a 
d e s c r i p t i o n of p r i m i t i v e church l i f e a t Jerusalem which 
c l e a r l y shows, according to R. M. Grant, that the 
C h r i s t i a n s t here p r a c t i s e d a form of communism, even 
though aspects of voluntary cooperation were preserved. 
When the end of the world d i d not come, and when famine 
s t r u c k the Orient between 46 A.D. and 48 A.D., i t was 
necessary f o r C h r i s t i a n communities elsewhere to come to 
the a i d of Jerusalem by making "the c o l l e c t i o n for the 
s a i n t s . " Grant^ says: 
"Jerusalem communism was apparently unique, and 
a f t e r the d e c l i n e of Jewish C h r i s t i a n i t y we hear no 
more of i t . I n (St) Paul's Churches i t was not a 
r e g u l a r p r a c t i c e . " 
The s o c i a l c r i s i s of the Roman Empire that pectked. i n the 
t h i r d century^ altliougin improving i n the two following 
c e n t u r i e s ^ l e d to the impoverishment of great masses of 
people throughout the Empire and to the accumulation of 
wealth i n the hands of a few who for t h e i r part 
r u t h l e s s l y e x p l o i t e d those without property.^ As a 
r e s u l t of t h i s s o c i a l r e a l i t y , r e f l e c t e d i n i t s own 
composition, the C h r i s t i a n community saw i t s e l f obliged 
to c o n s i d e r the background of the c l a i m to be a community 
of equals ( G a l a t i a n s 3:28, I Corinthians 12:13) and to 
s t r i v e to reach a s o l u t i o n that could prevent s o c i a l 
d i f f e r e n c e s and tensions being accepted w i t h i n i t s own 
ranks and stop those who were d i s c r i m i n a t e d against 
s o c i a l l y because of t h e i r poverty being neglected i n the 
Church too. That poor people were humiliated twice over 
i n t h i s way i s shown by the E p i s t l e of James 2:1-4. 
Ever s i n c e S t . Paul's mission to the c i t i e s , w e l l - o f f 
people a l s o j oined the C h r i s t i a n movement and placed 
t h e i r houses at the d i s p o s a l of the congregations as 
p l a c e s where they could meet. However, they w i l l not 
have been very numerous. I n any case i t would be wrong 
to see C h r i s t i a n i t y only as the r e l i g i o n of the lower 
o r d e r s . T h i s i s shown among other things by P l i n y ' s 
l e t t e r to the Emperor Tr a j a n i n the e a r l y second century 
i n which he says t h a t members of every s o c i a l c l a s s were 
numbered among the C h r i s t i a n s (Ep. 10:96:9). I n other 
words the problems crea t e d by the coming together of 
d i f f e r e n t s o c i a l c l a s s e s w i t h i n the congregation arose at 
an e a r l y stage. How t h i s c o n f l i c t was t a c k l e d 
t h e o l o g i c a l l y could be guided by one of two B i b l i c a l 
methods. On the one hand the Old Testament already 
contained strong c r i t i c i s m of the r i c h ( f o r example Amos, 
chapter e i g h t , v e r s e s 4-8, eight I s a i a h chapter 5, verses 
8-10 and chapter 10, ver s e s 1-3; S i r a c h chapter 34, 
v e r s e s 24-27) which was continued i n the New Testament 
and f u r t h e r developed under the in f l u e n c e of the e a r l y 
Jewish s p i r i t u a l i t y of the poor ( S t . Luke 4:16, 7:22, 
16:33 and 19-31, S t . Mark 4:19, 10:24, James 1: 9-10, 
2:5, 5:1-6). The high point i s reached with Jesus 
c a l l i n g the poor ble s s e d ( S t . Luke 6:20). On the b a s i s 
of t h i s v e r s e i t was p o s s i b l e to a s c r i b e preference to 
the poor i n the matter of s a l v a t i o n . On the other hand, 
th e r e was the method of using one's possessions to do 
good. Here too the roots are to be found i n Judaism 
(Proverb 3:27). I t i s to be found i n S t . Paul's l e t t e r s 
(Romans 12:13, 15:26, I I Corinthians 8:4) and i n the 
Synoptics ( S t . Matthew 6:3-4, 25:35-40, S t . Luke 19:8). 
I t was on the b a s i s of these divergent ideas - renouncing 
p o s s e s s i o n s and using them for good works - that the 
i n t e g r a t i o n of r i c h and poor had to be t a c k l e d . This was 
a l l the more imperative as the imminent expectation of 
the Patousia gave way to coming to terms with l i v i n g i n 
the world, and as the c r i s i s of the Roman Empire 
i n t e n s i f i e d . Since the C h r i s t i a n message of s a l v a t i o n i n 
Jesus C h r i s t a p p l i e d to everyone, because everyone stood 
i n need of s a l v a t i o n i t was a question of winning the 
r i c h f o r the Church without neglecting the poor. Hence a 
c e r t a i n l e g i t i m a t i n g of property was necessary. A 
c e r t a i n unsavouriness always clung to the wealthy and 
t h e i r wealth i n the Church, even i f they were not 
promised Heaven, but were given a c r y of woe. T e r t u l l i a n 
expressed t h i s as fol l o w s : " I f Heaven belongs to the poor 
i t does not belong to the r i c h . " (Ad Uxorem 2:8:5) 
THE CHURCH BEFORE CONSTANTINE 
I n two p l a c e s i n the Book of the Acts of the Apostles 
(2:44-45, 4:32-37) the community of goods i s described as 
an expression of the love based on C h r i s t which the 
members of the community have for each other. I t found 
i t s C h r i s t i a n j u s t i f i c a t i o n i n the l e t t e r of Barnabas 
( f i r s t h a l f of the second c e n t u r y ) ; " I f you share i n that 
which i s imperishable how much more i n those things that 
are p e r i s h a b l e ? " (Barnabas 19:8, an argument echoed i n 
Didache 4:8). Here what i s c a l l e d f o r i s the 
r e n u n c i a t i o n of property for the b e n e f i t of others and i n 
f a c t a new a t t i t u d e to property. The argument i s based 
not on the order of c r e a t i o n but on pointing to sharing 
i n the goods of s a l v a t i o n t h at have been won i n C h r i s t . 
T h i s f e e l i n g of mutuality must not be exhausted i n 
"theological s p e c u l a t i o n but must be made a c t u a l i n s o c i a l 
l i f e . The Apology of A r i s t i d e s (around 125 A.D.) 
presents a p i c t u r e of the community that i s f i l l e d with 
mutual s o l i d a r i t y and i n which those who have give 
happily to those who have not (The Apology of A r i s t i d e s 
15:7) 
I t seems l i k e l y t h a t among C h r i s t i a n s who had parted from 
t h e i r possessions f o r the sake of some good work one 
would f i n d l i t t l e understanding for those who clung on to 
t h e i r wealth. The Shepherd of Hermas (around 150 A.D.) 
l a y s down t h a t the r i c h are u n f i t for b u i l d i n g up the 
Church because they are a l l tangled up i n the world, i t 
i s only when they l o s e t h e i r wealth that they become 
u s e f u l . Nevertheless i n the community described i n t h i s 
work there are r i c h people who are l i v i n g i n luxury while 
others are i n need. S a l v a t i o n for the w e l l - o f f can only 
r e s u l t from them g i v i n g up t h e i r possessions. Their 
goods, a f t e r a l l , are God's g i f t s which i s meant for a l l 
and on which they have no e x c l u s i v e claim. Poverty i s an 
e v i l t h a t threatens e x i s t e n c e to the point that one i s 
obliged to help the poor. Anyone who f a i l s to do t h i s 
burdens himself with blood-guilt. I n The Shepherd of 
Hermas one can see the r a d i c a l demand for the complete 
r e n u n c i a t i o n of possessions being watered down to the 
demand to use one's possessions f o r the b e n e f i t of 
o t h e r s . Whether those with possessions met at l e a s t t h i s 
l a t t e r demand decided t h e i r a f f i l i a t i o n to the Church. 
T e r t u l l i a n , as was mentioned e a r l i e r , sharply c r i t i c i s e d 
the wealthy. Indeed he c h a r a c t e r i s e d C h r i s t as the One 
who always j u s t i f i e s the poor and condemns the r i c h i n 
advance. T e r t u l l i a n a l s o assumes the existence of a 
community of goods when he remarks that C h r i s t i a n s have 
everything i n common apart from t h e i r wives (Apology 39). 
However, t h i s statement would need to be i n t e r p r e t e d as 
an i d e a l i s e d p i c t u r e presented for the b e n e f i t of the 
n o n - C h r i s t i a n readership he was aiming a t . This i s 
suggested by the f a c t t h a t i n the same context he t a l k s 
of everyone v o l u n t a r i l y c o n t r i b u t i n g to the alms box. 
C l e a r l y f o r him alms g i v i n g was a form of renunciation of 
p o s s e s s i o n s which a t l e a s t i n i n t e n t i o n corresponded to 
having everything i n common. 
Despite many d i f f i c u l t i e s i n obtaining the f i n a n c i a l 
means needed to support those i n need, the e a r l y Church's 
system of looking a f t e r the poor worked e f f e c t i v e l y . ^ 
Money was r a i s e d by r e g u l a r c o l l e c t i o n s during s e r v i c e s , 
by s p e c i a l c o n t r i b u t i o n s i n emergencies or by l a r g e r 
donations. I t was a question of voluntary g i v i n g : an 
o b l i g a t o r y c o n t r i b u t i o n on the l i n e s of the Old Testament 
t i t h e s was not p r a c t i c a b l e . The r e l i e f fund was 
c o n t r o l l e d by the Bishop. The sometimes generous 
c o n t r i b u t i o n s to the churches made i t p o s s i b l e to support 
s u b s t a n t i a l numbers of poor people: around 250 A.D., one 
thousand f i v e hundred widows and people i n need were 
being provided f o r i n Rome (Eusebius, Church History, 
v i : 4 3 : l l ) by Bishop C o r n e l i u s . C h a r i t a b l e a c t i v i t y found 
expr e s s i o n i n v i s i t i n g the s i c k , providing work and 
accommodating C h r i s t i a n s on t h e i r t r a v e l s . ^ I n t h i s way 
i t o f f e r e d members of the community a c e r t a i n s o c i a l 
s e c u r i t y which among other things had the e f f e c t that 
beggars were unknown among C h r i s t i a n s . However, with the 
exception of major d i s a s t e r s , t h i s welfare s e r v i c e was 
d i r e c t e d only at C h r i s t i a n s . I n looking a f t e r the poor 
the pre-Constantian Church had created a q u a s i - s t a t e 
o r g a n i s a t i o n t h a t looked a f t e r i t s members i n a way t h a t 
was not p o s s i b l e f o r the S t a t e . I t was p r e c i s e l y t h i s 
a c t i v e help f o r the poor, which w i t h i n the Church was 
seen as a major task, that created one of the 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l pre-conditions for the Church's 
i n c o r p o r a t i o n i n t o the State under Constantine. The 
Church had shown i t - was capable of b u i l d i n g up an 
e f f i c i e n t system under the bishop's leadership i n order 
to provide m a t e r i a l a i d . I t had a l s o given some 
i n d i c a t i o n s of how i t might be p o s s i b l e to provide a 
balance between s o c i a l d i f f e r e n c e s and c o n t r a s t s . For 
the most pa r t i t had succeeded i n u n i f y i n g r i c h and poor 
without major c o n f l i c t s by c a l l i n g on the former to show 
s o l i d a r i t y and to use t h e i r wealth for s o c i a l l y 
b e n e f i c i a l ends. 
The s o c i a l s t a t u s quo was not attacked, but i t s negative 
e f f e c t s on the weakest members of s o c i e t y were softened, 
a t l e a s t w i t h i n the Church. Looking forward to the 
Church's subsequent attainment of a p o s i t i o n of power i n 
the Constantinian Empire one could say that i t s e f f e c t s 
on behalf of the poor brought i t the bonus of being 
t r u s t e d as the protector of those no-one e l s e respected. 
On the b a s i s of i t s theory the poor i n the Church were 
not j u s t the o b j e c t s of other people's c h a r i t a b l e 
a c t i v i t i e s but were on equal l e v e l with the r i c h as f r e e -
agents who r e c e i v e d from the r i c h what God had bestowed 
on them. T h i s theory found i t s most remarkable 
ex p r e s s i o n i n the c r e a t i o n of the order of widows: one of 
the weakest s e c t i o n s of s o c i e t y became a respected c l a s s 
and thus contributed to the poor becoming independent 
agents. 
PROBLEMS IN EARLY CHRISTIANITY 
Even with regard to the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the r i c h and poor 
i t was p a r t of C h r i s t i a n i t y ' s e a r l i e s t experience that 
c l a i m and r e a l i t y did not always match up. The cynicism 
expressed i n the remarks about a brother's need recorded 
by the E p i s t l e of James, 2:16, and the l a c k of s o l i d a r i t y 
were well-known symptoms l a t e r . 
Thus the Shepherd of Hermas t e l l s us that r i c h people 
stayed away from the community because they were a f r a i d 
they would be asked to give something. They shunned 
p u b l i c contact with other members of the community and 
p r e f e r r e d to a s s o c i a t e with heathens. Something that 
sounds l i k e an everyday occurrence i n d i c a t e s a p a r t i c u l a r 
source of t e n s i o n . 
The wealthy attempted to l i m i t the community to the 
r e l i g i o u s sphere and not to l i v e out comprehensively the 
i m p l i c a t i o n s of being a community. For the author of the 
Shepherd of Hermas t h i s was about an abandonment of the 
i d e a of community, about which there could be no h a l f -
measures. I n a d d i t i o n there was the f a c t that because of 
t h e i r involvement i n p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l duties the 
wealthy got mixed up with non-Christian p r a c t i c e s 
( T e r t u l l i a n , De I d o l a t r i a 18:21). They stood i n 
p a r t i c u l a r danger of apostasy. S t . Cyprian of Carthage 
recorded a f t e r ^he Decian persecution that the wealthy 
were e s p e c i a l l y quick to f a l l away, and indeed the whole 
p e r s e c u t i o n had occurred because of spreading greed (De 
L a p s i s 5-6). 
I n h i s view t h e i r wealth was more important to them than 
t h e i r s a l v a t i o n . I n t h i s context he had grave doubts 
whether the wealthy were at a l l s u i t e d for d i s c i p l e s h i p 
( i b i d 11-12), and a f t e r the persecution they were once 
again l i v i n g i n luxury ( i b i d 30). One must accept that 
t h i s kind of a t t i t u d e on the part of wealthy C h r i s t i a n s -
l a x i n times of peace and u n r e l i a b l e i n persecution -
placed a heavy and permanent burden on r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
w i t h i n the community. The community i n Rome, for 
example, was s p l i t i n 217 A.D., f o r s o c i a l reasons 
when the former s l a v e C a l i x t u s was e l e c t e d bishop. Since 
198 A.D. he had been responsible for administering the 
cemetery and organising r e l i e f f or the poor. He was so 
s u c c e s s f u l i n t h i s t h a t when i t came to an e l e c t i o n the 
choi c e f e l l on him and not on the well-educated 
Hippolytus. The l a t t e r ' s contacts extended as f a r as 
c i r c l e s c l o s e to the Emperor, and he moved among those 
with property. C a l i x t u s ' programme had a strong welfare 
stamp to i t and looked forward to those with l i m i t e d 
means having more i n f l u e n c e i n the community. The 
educated and the w e l l - o f f joined Hippolytus i n walking 
out. Only three decades l a t e r the same occurred i n the 
dispute between Novatian, on the one hand, and h i s w e l l -
o f f adherents and, on the other , Comitus. The s o c i a l 
d i f f e r e n c e s could r e s u l t i n the break up of the community 
i f other f a c t o r s of a more or l e s s itheological nature 
were added to them, as was l a t e r to be the case with the 
Don a t i s t s too.^ 
To sum up, i t seems that the Church of the f i r s t three 
c e n t u r i e s had not e s t a b l i s h e d any coherent t h e o r i e s to 
c l a r i f y r e l a t i o n s between the wealthy and the poor. I t 
re a c t e d to the s i t u a t i o n i t was faced with and t r i e d to 
t r a n s p l a n t the B i b l i c a l message i n t o a v a r i e t y of 
con t e x t s . I t d i d not i n s i s t on everyone giving up h i s or 
her possessions but clung f i r m l y to the view that 
p o s s e s s i o n s were g i f t s of God for the b e n e f i t of a l l . 
Wealth had to be shared with those who had nothing. The 
l a c k of s o l i d a r i t y t h a t so often came i n for c r i t i c i s m 
was to remain the problem during the c e n t u r i e s that 
followed.^ 
THE PERIOD OF THE ESTABLISHED CHURCH 
( i ) The Church i n the S t a t e . 
With the r e i g n of the Emperor Constantine the poor r e l i e f 
t h a t had p r e v i o u s l y operated w i t h i n the Church was now 
promoted by the State and seen as part of the S t a t e ' s 
s o c i a l p o l i c y . The bishop, who had already been given 
the honorary t i t l e of ^Father of the poor' (Jerome, Ep. 
52:6), became the protector of the poor and the 
e x p l o i t e d . The S t a t e too recognised t h i s r o l e ^ which had 
i t s o r i g i n s i n the Church's welfare a c t i v i t i e s before the 
f o u r t h century. U l t i m a t e l y the bishop was the only 
person who could s t i l l represent the i n t e r e s t s of the 
disadvantaged over and against corrupt o f f i c i a l s and 
l a n d l o r d bent on e x p l o i t a t i o n . The f i n a n c i a l means 
needed f o r t h i s came from i m p e r i a l donations and 
e s p e c i a l l y a l s o from bequests, which the Church was able 
t o accept from 321 A.D. onwards. S k i l f u l f i n a n c i a l 
p o l i c i e s , already to a considerable extent i n the hands 
of s p e c i f i c a l l y appointed stewards, incr e a s e d the 
Church's landed wealth to the point that at the end of 
the Roman Empire i n the West i t was among i t s l a r g e s t 
landowners. T h i s l e d to the danger that i t would side 
completely with the ^haves' and support t h e i r i n t e r e s t s . 
Indeed, as f a r as s l a v e r y was concerned, i t s a t t i t u d e 
developed i n t h i s d i r e c t i o n . But as a r u l e i t had a 
d i f f e r e n t approach to the poor, who included an even 
l a r g e r s e c t i o n of the population. The economic c r i s i s 
was e s c a l a t i n g , thanks to a burden of t a x a t i o n that had 
become almost unsupportable and that was l a i d on the 
i n h a b i t a n t s of the empire to support the enormous 
expenses of the court and of maintaining the army and the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , as w e l l as i n f l a t i o n and the permanently 
u n s e t t l i n g e f f e c t of barbarian i n c u r s i o n s . •'•^  On the land 
numerous peasants sought pr o t e c t i o n from taxes with 
patrons, the possessors of enormous e s t a t e s who were 
d i r e c t l y r e s p o n s i b l e to the governor and enjoyed f i s c a l 
autonomy. •'•^  I n any case for peasants who had formerly 
been f r e e t h i s meant t h a t , s i n c e they often could not pay 
the r e n t , they became dependent on the landlords and were 
t r e a t e d l i k e s l a v e s . I f necessary p r i v a t e armies of 
thugs and corrupt courts ensured that the r i c h maintained 
the upper hand over the poor and r a p a c i o u s l y increased 
t h e i r holdings ( B a s i l , Homily 7:5). I n the c i t i e s , too, 
the number of poor people dependent on welfare was 
m u l t i p l y i n g . I n t h i s way the e x c e s s i v e accumulation of 
wealth i n the hands of a few r i c h people was contrasted 
with the p r o g r e s s i v e impoverishment of broad masses of 
the population. But i t was not only the economic 
s i t u a t i o n t h a t had changed i n the fourth century and the 
f i f t h century but a l s o the r e l i g i o u s i m p l i c a t i o n s : t h i s 
was now happening i n a s o c i e t y i n which C h r i s t i a n i t y had 
become the dominant r e l i g i o u s power. For the most part 
the e x p l o i t e r s and the e x p l o i t e d belonged to the same 
C h r i s t i a n community. 
E f f o r t s to accumulate more and more wealth were the 
s u b j e c t of sermons by Zeno, bishop of Verona from 363 to 
372 ( T r a c t > 15. 14, 21), and S t . B a s i l the Great (Homily 
6 ) . What they had to say about the l a c k of compassion 
shown by wealthy C h r i s t i a n s i n d i c a t e s t h at C h r i s t i a n 
s o l i d a r i t y with the poor was flagging. 
I n view of the unscrupulousness of the r i c h and the 
p a r t i a l surrender of s e c t i o n s of the Church to t h e i r 
i n t e r e s t s i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h at there were r a d i c a l 
movements i n opposition to t h i s tendency. Thus 
E u s t a t h i u s of Sebaste (who died a f t e r 377) i n s i s t e d t h a t 
the r i c h had to separate themselves from t h e i r e n t i r e 
wealth i f they wanted to f i n d hope with God: he a l s o 
encouraged s l a v e s to f l e e . These teachings were 
condemned by the Synod of Gangra." 
Therefore, given t h i s h i s t o r i c a l context of the s i t u a t i o n 
of the wealthy and the poor i t was necessary for a 
10 
preacher l i k e Chrysostom to preach about a C h r i s t i a n 
a t t i t u d e to i t s use and misuse. 
BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT IN PATRISTIC LITERATURE 
The e a r l y C h r i s t i a n s who wrote on wealth, the misuse of 
wealth and poverty g e n e r a l l y did so i n response to a 
s p e c i f i c s e t of problems and questions; the arguments 
which an author might o f f e r i n one context were not 
n e c e s s a r i l y i n accord with those developed by other 
C h r i s t i a n s i n another context. As a r e s u l t there i s no 
document or i n d i v i d u a l to which one can turn f o r a 
d e f i n i t i v e expression of the mind of the ancient church 
on t h i s matter. No statement on the i s s u e s surrounding 
wealth and poverty ever a t t a i n e d nonnative s t a t u s . On 
the other hand, even a b r i e f survey of the l i t e r a t u r e 
r e v e a l s the recurrence of p a r t i c u l a r f e a t u r e s . Two of 
these are e s p e c i a l l y s t r i k i n g . F i r s t a p e r s i s t e n t c a l l 
to alms g i v i n g was coupled with the promise of a d i v i n e 
reward. Second, the very persons to whom t h i s 
e x h o r t a t i o n and promise were most e x p l i c i t l y d i r e c t e d , 
wealthy C h r i s t i a n s (the matter of Chrysostom's audience 
w i l l be expanded on l a t e r ) , were t r e a t e d with 
c o n s i d e r a b l e ambivalence. An underlying theme of 
misgiving pervades references to the wealthy. 
The frequent r e p e t i t i o n of these two features suggests 
t h a t the p r a c t i s e of alms-giving and negative a t t i t u d e s 
toward the r i c h must have been prominent components i n 
the t h i n k i n g of e a r l y C h r i s t i a n s . 
An examination of these two elements i n three d i f f e r e n t 
c o n t e x t s , t h e r e f o r e , should provide some access to the 
f a c t o r s which shaped the teaching of the Church on wealth 
and the misuse of i t . Indeed any agreement amongst the 
views of these Church Fathers on the p r a c t i c e of alms 
g i v i n g ( c o r r e c t use of wealth) and on the s i t u a t i o n of 
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wealthy C h r i s t i a n s should provide a r e l i a b l e guide to the 
mind of the e a r l y Church as a whole. 
I have been very s e l e c t i v e i n my survey of the P a t r i s t i c 
l i t e r a t u r e because of the l i m i t a t i o n s of an M.A. t h e s i s . 
I w i l l t h e r e f o r e consider a sampling of the works of two 
s i g n i f i c a n t f i g u r e s whose l i v e s suggest something of the 
geographical and c h r o n o l o g i c a l range of the e a r l y Church 
i t s e l f . S t Clement of Alexandria and S t . Cyprian of 
Carthage w i t l serve as spokesmen from the E a s t and West 
r e s p e c t i v e l y , p r i o r to the conversion of Constantine 
(312) when the p o s i t i o n of the Church i n the Roman Empire 
was i n jeopardy. 
ST. CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA 
Ambivalence toward the wealthy was not p e c u l i a r to 
C h r i s t i a n s . A p e r v a s i v e m i s t r u s t of the m a t e r i a l world 
c h a r a c t e r i s e d the age, as the a s c e t i c withdrawal not only 
of i n d i v i d u a l s but a l s o of organised groups shows. The 
Essenes, Therapeuta|.^ and Neopythagoreans a f f o r d notable 
examples of such a s c e t i c communities." Among C h r i s t i a n s 
v o l u n t a r y poverty e x i s t e d as e a r l y as the second century, 
and monasticism was already beginning to emerge i n Egypt 
by the beginning of the t h i r d c e n t u r y . T h e e f f e c t of 
t h i s widespread a s c e t i c i s m was not l o s t on the Church at 
l a r g e . The r a d i c a l c r i t i q u e of m a t e r i a l goods posed by 
those who renounced them c a l l e d i n t o question the 
s a l v a t i o n of those with more worldly attachments. 
I n one of the Empire's most prosperous and cosmopolitan 
c i t i e s , A lexandria, around the beginning of the t h i r d 
century, t h i s n e g a t i v i t y toward wealth became quite 
s p e c i f i c : some C h r i s t i a n s began to encourage a l i t e r a l 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of C h r i s t ' s statement, " I t i s e a s i e r f o r a 
camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a r i c h 
man to enter the Kingdom of God." Understandably, such 
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an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n caused considerable dismay i n the 
c i t y ' s c a t e c h e t i c a l school wt»ere a s u b s t a n t i a l number of 
those r e c e i v i n g i n s t r u c t i o n were themselves wealthy." 
For some of the catechumens hope of beatitude gave way to 
d e s p a i r . 
As head of the school Clement (c. 150- c, 215) responded 
with a t r e a t i s e on the s t o r y of the r i c h young man i n S t . 
Mark's Gospel, 10:17-31. 
Written i n the form of a sermon, S t . Clement's t r e a t i s e : 
Who i s the Rich Man t h a t S h a l l be Saved? developed a 
d o c t r i n e of wealth t h a t was to be of fundamental 
importance f o r the f u r t h e r development of t h i s s u b j e c t . 
He argued t h a t the attainment of s a l v a t i o n does not 
depend upon e x t e r n a l matters, such as the outward 
c o n d i t i o n of wealth or poverty, but on the i n t e r n a l 
c o n d i t i o n of the s o u l . I t i s through the soul that one 
a t t a i n s knowledge of God, and knowledge of God i s l i f e . 
The s o u l , t h e r e f o r e , must be p u r i f i e d of a l l d i s o r d e r s 
which d i s t r a c t i t from God. Passionate attachments, such 
as the a t t r a c t i o n to possessions, are among the foremost 
impediments to be removed. 
St Clement uses an a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ( Who i s 
the Rich Man t h a t S h a l l be Saved, 5) to combat a l i t e r a l 
understanding of the s t o r y of the r i c h young man. Even 
the command to s e l l everything ( S t . Mark 10:21) i s not to 
be taken l i t e r a l l y : i t i s r a t h e r a question of not 
becoming s u b j e c t to r i c h e s ( Who I s the Rich Man that 
S h a l l be S a v e d P I I ) . What i s important, according to S t . 
Clement, i s the a t t i t u d e which one has toward r i c h e s , not 
the r i c h e s themselves. Wealth i s morally i n d i f f e r e n t and 
i t i s the use t h a t i s made of i t that determines whether 
i t counts f o r good or e v i l ( i b i d 14). The complete 
r e n u n c i a t i o n of one's possessions would mean that nothing 
a t a l l was l e f t f o r one to do good with ( i b i d 13). The 
world's goods are a g i f t of God which are given to the 
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possessor f o r the b e n e f i t of people i n general so that he 
can l e t h i s brothers and s i s t e r s have a share i n them 
( i b i d 16) . 
Thus C h r i s t ' s command to the young man could not have 
been a l i t e r a l command for him to renounce h i s 
p o s s e s s i o n s , f o r such a renunciation would have been 
merely an outward a c t . What C h r i s t r e a l l y required was 
the i n t e r n a l r e n u n c i a t i o n of h i s attachment to them ( i b i d 
11-12, 14-15, 20). Elsewhere a l s o S t . Clement was even 
more e x p l i c i t i n the r e l e g a t i o n of r i c h e s to the category 
of things i n d i f f e r e n t and i n h i s emphasis upon the 
n e c e s s i t y of i n t e r i o r detachment as a precondition f o r 
knowledge of God, f o r example, i n M i s c e l l a n i e s 2.20, 4.6; 
i n The I n s t r u c t o r , Books 2, 3, S t . Clement encouraged 
a u s t e r i t y of h a b i t s as appropriate to the C h r i s t i a n l i f e . 
Rebecca H. Weaver^^ argues that S t . Clement, i n employing 
and developing these notions, was drawing l e s s upon 
elements w i t h i n the C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n than upon popular 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l c u r r e n t s of the day, p a r t i c u l a r l y s t o i c i s m 
which taught t h a t the i d e a l l i f e was one freed of 
passionate attachments, i n c l u d i n g the attachment to 
p o s s e s s i o n s . I n themselves possessions are morally 
n e u t r a l ; i t i s only t h e i r use which can be judged good or 
e v i l . However, more convincingly, one can argue against 
t h i s view and say t h a t S t . Clement was i n the C h r i s t i a n 
t r a d i t i o n by using an a l l e g o r i c a l approach, as Rainer 
Kampling says.^° Also there i s evidence of t h i s kind of 
teaching i n the New Testament, as w e l l as i n other e a r l y 
C h r i s t i a n w r i t e r s ( f o r example, I Corinthians 6:18, 7:29-
31, l e t t e r to Philemon, 4:11-12, I John 2:15-16, 
Sentences of Sextus 18, 49, 98, 130, Origen On Prayer, 
29:5-6). 
S t . Clement i n s i s t e d t h a t alms giving i s the means by 
which the C h r i s t i a n can f u l f i l the S c r i p t u r a l command of 
love f o r the neighbour. The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of that 
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neighbour, however, i s c r u c i a l . I n the parable of the 
Good Samaritan, S t . Clement argued, the neighbour was the 
one who healed the wounded: thus our neighbour must be 
the Saviour who heals our wounds, who e r a d i c a t e s our 
passions (Who I s the Rich Man That S h a l l Be Saved? 29). 
I t i s he whom the commandment enjoins us to love, but 
love f o r our neighbour C h r i s t can be expressed only 
i n d i r e c t l y through a c t s of love for C h r i s t ' s f r i e n d s . His 
d i s c i p l e s . 
The important r o l e of alms giving now emerges. The r i c h 
can use t h e i r a s s e t s to care for the poor, s i n c e the poor 
stand p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the love of C h r i s t , and one should 
give to them of what one possess and i n doing so c a r i n g 
f o r C h r i s t Himself. As a r e s u l t of the d i f f i c u l t y of 
i d e n t i f y i n g C h r i s t ' s t r ue d i s c i p l e s , S t . Clement advised 
the wealthy simply to seek out those i n need and give to 
them. I n feeding the hungry, i n c l o t h i n g the naked, i n 
r e c e i v i n g the stranger, and i n v i s i t i n g the s i c k and 
imprisoned, the wealthy cannot f a i l to b e n e f i t some who 
are beloved of God, and thus have i n f l u e n c e i n Heaven 
( i b i d , 30-33). St Clement did not make a simple equation 
of poverty and d i s c i p l e s h i p , but he did suggest that 
among the poor the d i s c i p l e s of C h r i s t are to be found. 
The advantage of befriending the f r i e n d s of C h r i s t can 
ha r d l y be o v e r s t r e s s e d . The beloved of C h r i s t have His 
ear, and can be expected to pray f o r the s a l v a t i o n of 
t h e i r e a r t h l y benefactors ( i b i d 35). Through generosity 
to the Lord's f r i e n d s (the poor) one i s , i n e f f e c t , 
buying t h e i r p rayers, God's good w i l l , and u l t i m a t e l y 
one's own s a l v a t i o n ( i b i d 32). The giving of alms, or 
C h r i s t i a n c h a r i t y , has as i t s motive the attainment of 
d i v i n e reward i n e t e r n i t y . For very p r a c t i c a l reasons, 
t h e r e f o r e , i t would be unwise to renounce one's fortune. 
I n s t e a d , the wealth should be used to obtain beatitude 
( i b i d 3 2). 
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Rainer Kampling^^ says that S t . Clement deduces the duty 
of g i v i n g from the example of C h r i s t . One has to im i t a t e 
His love i n our r e l a t i o n s with our fellow men and women 
( i b i d 3 7). S t . Clement thus succeeds i n l e g i t i m i i i n g 
p r i v a t e property while a t the same time l a y i n g moral 
o b l i g a t i o n s on the owner of property. He or she may not 
have to r i d himself or h e r s e l f of what he or she owns, 
but he or she must share i t with those i n need. The poor 
are not downgraded to mere r e c i p i e n t s but are given an 
important mediatory r o l e . I n t h i s way S t . Clement did 
not c a l l e x i s t i n g s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n t o question but 
was concerned to achieve a "compromise of e f f e c t i v e 
balance"^^ t h a t bound r i c h and poor together through alms. 
T h i s provided the framework for future d i s c u s s i o n . While 
c r i t i c i s m of wealth t h a t was unjust because i t was used 
s e l f i s h l y was r e t a i n e d , the r i c h were put under the 
o b l i g a t i o n to use t h e i r wealth for those i n need and as 
i t were to make t h i s wealth l e g i t i m a t e . 
To sum up, according to S t . Clement, possessions which 
are morally n e u t r a l i n themselves can be used to enormous 
s p i r i t u a l advantage. When r i g h t l y employed, they can win 
favour with God. Thus one can see th a t the beginning of 
the second century a t l e a s t one i n f l u e n t i a l teacher i n 
the E a s t was advocating alms giving on the b a s i s of i t s 
redemptive value. The motivation f o r c h a r i t y was the 
hope of Heaven. The conditions of wealth and poverty 
were of no ultimate consequence; i t was one's a t t i t u d e 
toward possessions and the behaviour which i s s u e d from 
t h a t a t t i t u d e which counted before God. 
ST. CYPRIAN OF CARTHAGE 
As mentioned before^the views of S t . Clement of 
Ale x a n d r i a on wealth emerged from the environment i n 
which he l i v e d . He was the head of the C a t e c h e t i c a l 
school with a s u b s t a n t i a l number of wealthy c o n s t i t u e n t s . 
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many of whom were troubled by the a s c e t i c demands of the 
age. The themes which he developed were to appear again 
and again, reshaped by the c o n s t r a i n t s of divergent 
c o n t e x t s . 
About three decades a f t e r S t . Clement's death, Cyprian, 
the bishop of Carthage, s h o r t l y a f t e r h i s e l e c t i o n to the 
episcopacy ( c . 248), prepared a t r e a t i s e for the 
i n s t r u c t i o n of wealthy women who had dedicated t h e i r 
v i r g i n i t y to C h r i s t . I n t h i s t r e a t i s e , c a l l e d On the 
Dress of V i r g i n s , S t . Cyprian argued, amongst other 
t h i n g s , f o r the s a l v i f i c value of alms gi v i n g . Riches are 
used properly when they are employed f o r the s a l v a t i o n of 
the possessor. I f the v i r g i n devotes her wealth to the 
b e n e f i t of the poor, the prayers of gratitude of her 
b e n e f i c i a r i e s w i l l promote her cause with God. This 
bears a s t r i k i n g s i m i l a r i t y with S t . Clement's view. 
Indeed, the Lord w i l l strengthen her r e s o l v e of 
v i r g i n i t y , f o r g i v e her t r a n s g r e s s i o n s , and reward her 
with s a l v a t i o n (On The Dress of V i r g i n s , 11). So, l i k e 
S t . Clement, S t . Cyprian could f i n d a p o s i t i v e , 
redemptive value i n the possession of wealth. 
I n the yea r s which followed, S t . Cyprian's views on 
wealth underwent a marked hardening. I t seems probable 
t h a t the severe f i n a n c i a l d i f f i c u l t i e s experienced by the 
Church a t Carthage during the calamitous years of 250-252 
co n t r i b u t e d to, i f not determined, the new s e v e r i t y i n 
the bishop's p o s i t i o n . Indeed a l s o during the ten years 
he was Bishop of Carthage a f a i r l y r a p i d s e r i e s of 
c a l a m i t i e s n e c e s s i t a t e d the a c t i v e help of the wealthy: 
the Decian persecution i n 250 caused many Carthaginioin 
C h r i s t i a n s , e s p e c i a l l y the wealthy ones, to a p o s t a t i z e . 
F u r t h e r t r a g i c events included a plague from 252 to 254 
and i n c u r s i o n s by nomads bent on plunder. Beyond t h i s 
the e f f e c t s of the Empire's economic c r i s i s were becoming 
more s t r o n g l y n o t i c e a b l e . 
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Even without the d e f e c t i o n of wealthy members, the 
pe r s e c u t i o n i t s e l f would have taken a t o l l on the 
resou r c e s of the Church: care for imprisoned C h r i s t i a n s 
and t h e i r f a m i l i e s was not without c o s t . Moreover, soon 
a f t e r the persecution ended, money had to be r a i s e d for 
the ransom of those C h r i s t i a n s i n neighbouring Numidia 
who had been made hostages i n the nomadic r a i d . The 
plague, which depleted the population and int e r r u p t e d 
commerce, creat e d even f u r t h e r f i n a n c i a l s t r a i n . Thus 
during a period of m u l t i p l e c r i s e s , when the demands upon 
the Church's t r e a s u r y would have been considerable, the 
resou r c e s of some of the w e a l t h i e s t members simply were 
not a v a i l a b l e . T h e i n c o n s i s t e n c y of the r i c h was not 
l o s t on the bishop. 
I n h i s t r e a t i s e . On the Lapsed, w r i t t e n a t the conclusion 
of the persecution, S t . Cyprian c h a r a c t e r i s e d the Roman 
oppression of the Church as God's judgement on the l a x i t y 
and greed of i t s members, and he a t t r i b u t e d the f a i l u r e 
of many of the lapsed to t h e i r enslavement to t h e i r 
wealth. They had feared the l o s s of r i c h e s more than the 
l o s s of C h r i s t . Moreover, once the persecution had 
ended, r a t h e r than lamenting t h e i r s i n and engaging i n 
h e a r t f e l t medicinal penance as pre s c r i b e d by t h e i r 
bishop, they had continued to pamper themselves i n s e l f -
indulgence and luxury (On the Lapsed 5-7, 10-12, 30). 
The g e n e r a l l y benign tone of "On the Dress of V i r g i n s " 
had turned harsh. S t . Cyprian was now convinced of the 
hazards of wealth and the u n r e l i a b i l i t y of wealthy 
C h r i s t i a n s . The enjoyment of possessions, with a l l the 
attendant p l e a s u r e s , undermined a l l e g i a n c e to C h r i s t , and 
d e r i v a t i v e l y , to the bishop. 
Yet i f S t . Cyprian's a t t i t u d e to wealth had changed from 
the e a r l i e r t r e a t i s e , h i s perception of i t s proper use 
had not. With the Church t r e a s u r y depleted and the 
lapsed i n need of s u i t a b l e means of penance, S t . Cyprian 
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developed a theme which he had employed e a r l i e r : the 
value of alms—giving with regard to s a l v a t i o n . S o S t . 
Cyprian wrote a short t r e a t i s e On Works and Alms. What 
i s p a r t i c u l a r l y remarkable about i t i s the high value 
a t t r i b u t e d to alms-giving. Also i n t h i s t r e a t i s e he 
brought f o r t h passage a f t e r passage of S c r i p t u r e as 
evidence t h a t the purging of s i n and the appeasement of 
d i v i n e wrath are accomplished through works of mercy, 
s p e c i f i c a l l y alms-giving: alms ensure s a l v a t i o n (On Works 
and Alms, 1 ) . J u s t as baptism wipes out one's old s i n s , 
so alms are capable of doing away with more recent ones 
( i b i d 2 ) . Prayer and f a s t i n g obtain t h e i r end only when 
accompanied by good deeds, fo r those who have not been 
m e r c i f u l to the poor cannot expect to obtain the mercy of 
God ( i b i d 5, 6 ) . The r e a l i t y of the l a s t judgement 
provides the motivation f o r C h r i s t i a n c h a r i t y . More 
p o s i t i v e l y , care f o r the poor marks one as a c h i l d of 
Abraham ( i b i d 8 ) . 
However some feared t h a t the l i b e r t y which t h e i r bishop 
urged would impoverish them and cause deprivation to 
t h e i r f a m i l i e s . S t . Cyprian responded that such 
reasoning i s sheer f o l l y . To hoard one's possessions out 
of concern f o r the future i s s e l f - d e f e a t i n g . Instead, i t 
i s through generosity that the future i s secured. Not 
only w i l l God provide the n e c e s s i t i e s of l i f e for the 
r i g h t e o u s , but good works w i l l buy that p u r i t y of heart 
which deserves to see God. C h a r i t y makes God one's 
debtor ( i b i d . 11-14, 26). 
I n a s i m i l a r fashion i t i s a mistake f o r parents to 
accumulate wealth i n order to provide an e a r t h l y 
i n h e r i t a n c e f o r t h e i r c h i l d r e n . On the contrary, they 
should use t h e i r resources to provide a heavenly one. I t 
i s the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the parents to redeem t h e i r 
c h i l d ' s t r a n s g r e s s i o n s , and the more c h i l d r e n they have, 
the g r e a t e r the p a r e n t a l o b l i g a t i o n to c h a r i t y ( i b i d 18, 
19). Furthermore, S t . Cyprian used b i b l i c a l examples 
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( i b i d 4-8) i n an e f f o r t to convince the w e l l off that 
they and t h e i r c h i l d r e n would s u f f e r no l o s s ( i b i d . 9-
12). T h i s could not a r i s e i f they allowed C h r i s t to 
share i n t h e i r wealth ( i b i d 13). He mingled c r i t i c i s m 
and exhortation to urge them to e x e r c i s e c h a r i t y . 
R.H. Weaver^^ says t h a t S t . Cyprian's teachings on the 
redemptive value of alms giving and the hazards inherent 
i n r i c h e s c l e a r l y had antecedents i n S t . Clement of 
Alexa n d r i a (2 Clement 16:4). Kampling^^ goes back even 
f u r t h e r and says t h a t S t . Cyprian r e l i e d a l s o on an 
e a r l i e r t r a d i t i o n l i k e t h a t of the Shepherd of Hermas. 
The congruence of t h e i r arguments suggests that by the 
middle of the t h i r d century i n both E a s t and West these 
notions had a t l e a s t l i m i t e d acceptance. Yet with S t . 
Cyprian they take on a somewhat d i f f e r e n t c h a r a c t e r than 
they had with S t . Clement: "The urgency which he 
recommends alms g i v i n g as a means of atonement needs a l s o 
to be understood as i n d i c a t i n g t h at i t was not easy to 
move those with wealth to give generously." (R. 
Kampling). 
I n c o n c l u s i o n , he pointed to the example of the community 
i n Jerusalem. He then argued that everything that comes 
from God belongs to a l l i n common and serves brotherly 
s o l i d a r i t y : hence the wealthy man who gives to others 
from h i s possessions i s an i m i t a t o r of God, inasmuch as 
he i s allowing the order of c r e a t i o n to r e - e s t a b l i s h 
i t s e l f as i t should ( i b i d 25). I n t h i s way S t . Cyprian 
j u s t i f i e s alms g i v i n g not j u s t with the argument from i t s 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s i n atonement but a l s o from the common 
ownership of t h i s world's goods intended by the Creator. 
Whereas S t . Clement held the idea of i n t e r i o r detachment 
from wealth as a necessary step toward knowledge of God 
and had encouraged alms g i v i n g as a means of winning the 
favour of God, S t . Cyprian's i n c r e a s i n g l y pervasive theme 
was the need to f o r e s t a l l i n t h i s l i f e the spectre of the 
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L a s t Judgement. Alms gi v i n g was a means to stave off the 
deserved d i v i n e r e t r i b u t i o n . These d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
emphasis can be explained a t l e a s t p a r t i a l l y by the 
d i f f e r e n c e s i n context. S t . Clement's purpose was to 
encourage and guide r i c h C h r i s t i a n s who had been dismayed 
by the harsh judgements of a s c e t i c rigourism. S t . 
Cyprian's i n t e n t i o n was d i f f e r e n t . His demoralizing 
experience with the disobedient r i c h had created w i t h i n 
him a profound d i s t r u s t of the wealthy. Alms giving 
provided a p e n i t e n t i a l device f o r detaching the lapsed 
from the entanglements of t h e i r possessions and 
r e i n c o r p o r a t i n g them i n t o the ranks of the f a i t h f u l . The 
resour c e s of the penitent r i c h would a l s o serve the 
c h a r i t a b l e work of the Church. 
The themes from both these s a i n t s , on wealth, received 
f u r t h e r development i n the work of S t . John Chrysostom. 
ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM'S CONTEXT 
Chrysostom Baur r e l a t e s the uncertainty of John 
Chrysostom's b i r t h date. He f i n a l l y suggests a date 
between the years 344 A.D. and 354 A.D., probably 354 i n 
Antioch i n S y r i a . H i s f a t h e r , Secundus, was an army 
o f f i c e r and provided a comfortable l i v i n g for h i s family. 
Unfortunately Secundus died s h o r t l y a f t e r Chrysostom's 
b i r t h , and h i s young wife Anthusa was l e f t to care f o r 
the family alone. P h i l i p Schaff says of Anthusa, "She 
gave her son an admirable education, and e a r l y planted i n 
h i s s o u l the gems of p i e t y , which afterwards bore the 
r i c h e s t f r u i t s f o r himself and the Church." Schaff 
f u r t h e r s t a t e s , "By her admonitions and the teachings of 
the B i b l e , he was secured against the seduction of 
heathenism. "^ ® 
Chrysostom learned the a r t of oratory from the sophist 
L i b a n i u s . Baur r e f e r s to Libanius as "The most 
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s i g n i f i c a n t champion of the ancient c l a s s i c a l c u l t u r e and 
at the same time the best orator of h i s day."^' 
Chrysostom a l s o studied philosophy. A l l of h i s studies 
were i n the schools of Antioch.^° 
A f t e r baptism i n h i s l a t e teens or e a r l y twenties, 
Chrysostom turned h i s a t t e n t i o n to the study of 
S c r i p t u r e s and a l i f e of p i e t y . He d e s i r e d the monastic 
l i f e but p r a c t i s e d h i s a s c e t i c i s m a t home u n t i l h i s 
mother died.^^ He seems to have p r a c t i c e d severe 
a s c e t i c i s m as a monk for s i x years near Antioch u n t i l h i s 
h e a l t h broke and he was obliged to retu r n to the world. 
The l a s t two years of monastic l i f e were spent l i v i n g i n 
a cave from which he f i n a l l y emerged i n the winter of 
380-381, s i c k and h a l f f r o z e n . " 
I n 381, following h i s r e t u r n to Antioch, Chrysostom was 
ordained deacon. He performed various e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
s e r v i c e s i n c l u d i n g d i s t r i b u t i o n of Church funds to the 
poor and s i c k i n the c i t y . ^ * Chrysostom's experience as 
deacon i n Antioch seems to have contributed g r e a t l y to 
h i s l a t e r preaching on wealth and poverty. Antioch a t 
t h i s time has been described by Baur: "The wealth and 
luxury of nobles and the s u c c e s s f u l merchant contrasted 
s t r o n g l y with the poverty and misery of the s l a v e s and 
the wage earner s , f o r whom no s o c i a l l e g i s l a t i o n e x i s t e d , 
whose only help was the pu b l i c help and the alms of the 
Church.^' 
F r e d e r i c k F a r r a r says, "From h i s work as deacon, 
Chrysostom derived an ever deepening impression of the 
misery of the world."^^ Stephens f u r t h e r s t a t e s : "The 
deacons' function of searching out and r e l i e v i n g the 
ne c e s s i t o u s by d i s t r i b u t i o n of alms must have been 
p e c u l i a r l y congenial to him. There i s no C h r i s t i a n duty 
on which he more co n s t a n t l y and e a r n e s t l y i n s i s t s than 
t h a t of alms-giving, not only i n order to a l l e v i a t e the 
s u f f e r i n g s of poverty, but as a means of counteracting 
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the i n o r d i n a t e a v a r i c e and s e l f i s h luxury which were the 
p r e v a i l i n g v i c e s i n the higher ranks of s o c i e t y , both i n 
Antioch and Constantinople.^^ 
F i v e years l a t e r he was ordained as a p r i e s t and served 
p r i m a r i l y as preacher i n Antioch u n t i l h i s e l e v a t i o n to 
P a t r i a r c h of Constantinople i n 398. Galusha Anderson 
de s c r i b e d h i s preaching as popular, but accurate^ 
e x p o s i t i o n s of the S c r i p t u r e s always thorough^^applied to 
meet the r e a l needs of the congregation.^® The change 
from p r i e s t to P a t r i a r c h of Constantinople was against 
Chrysostom's wishes, but he seems to have resigned 
himself to i t and entered i n t o the work e n e r g e t i c a l l y . ^ ' 
A f t e r a short period of popularity, he found himself 
confronted by s e v e r a l enemies made by h i s denunciation of 
the v i c e s and f o l l i e s of the c l e r g y and aris t o c r a c y . ^ " 
F i n a l l y , Chrysostom's enemies ( i n c l u d i n g Empress Eudoxia 
and Theophilus, Archbishop of Alexandria) conspired 
a g a i n s t him, deposing him i n 403 at the Synod of the Oak. 
Charges brought against him were f a l s e , but Chrysostom 
surrendered p e a c e f u l l y and went i n t o e x i l e . The 
s u p e r s t i t i o u s Eudoxia r e c a l l e d him qu i c k l y a f t e r she 
i n t e r p r e t e d an-earthquake as God's wrath against the 
banishment of Chrysostom. I n 404, however, Chrysostom 
was again banished. He died i n 407 during a forced 
journey i n t o f u r t h e r e x i l e . 
CONSTANTINOPLE AT THE TIME OF ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM 
Ever s i n c e Constantine the Great's era the Church 
r e c e i v e d favourable f i n a n c i a l measures. The Church 
became the r e c i p i e n t of sp e c t a c u l a r i m p e r i a l 
b e n e f a c t i o n s : the emperor constructed numerous 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l b u i l d i n g s , provided s u b s t a n t i a l sums of 
money and property to in s u r e the pr o s p e r i t y and in c r e a s e 
of f a i t h , and gave l a v i s h l y to those whom the Church 
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t r a d i t i o n a l l y supported: the poor, the s i c k , widows and 
orphans. T h i s improvement i n the f i n a n c i a l s t a t u s of the 
Church made p o s s i b l e a considerable expansion of i t s 
c h a r i t a b l e work. To some degree the Church even began to 
f u n c t i o n as a welfare agent of the s t a t e . For s e v e r a l 
decades a t l e a s t , c l e r i c s became the d i s t r i b u t o r s of the 
g r a i n r a t i o n provided by the government.*^ 
Also one r e s u l t of t h i s s i t u a t i o n that the Church found 
h e r s e l f i n was t h a t the generosity of wealthy C h r i s t i a n s 
was no longer a b s o l u t e l y indispensable to the benevolent 
work of the Church. The Church could have continued and 
even expanded i t s c a r e f o r those i n need without the f u l l 
compliance of i t s r i c h e s t members. However, a 
s i g n i f i c a n t disadvantage o f t h i s was that many wealthy 
C h r i s t i a n s had no i n c e n t i v e to contribute to a 
c o n s i d e r a b l y enriched Church. Therefore R. H. Weaver " 
says t h a t Chrysostom, to some extent of course, was 
r e a c t i n g a g a i n s t the i n d i f f e r e n c e of wealthy C h r i s t i a n s 
as S t . Cyprian had reacted against t h e i r f i c k l e n e s s and 
impertinence, s i n c e the expanded c a p a c i t i e s of the Church 
and i t s enormous c h a r i t a b l e outlays i n no way gets r i d of 
the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the i n d i v i d u a l before God." Weaver 
sa y s : "The circumstances of the Church had changed, but 
even a c r o s s the Constantian chasm the need to pay the 
p r i c e f o r s i n remained. 
Comparatively the l e v e l of s o c i a l l i f e i n Constantinople 
was higher than i n the West*^ because of the economic, 
p o l i t i c a l and s p i r i t u a l advantages offered by the new 
c a p i t a l . I t i s t r u e that the r u l i n g c l a s s e s influenced 
the E a s t e r n Empire, ne v e r t h e l e s s , t h e i r s p i r i t u a l 
i n f l u e n c e was l i m i t e d , because they were rul e d by the 
d e s i r e f o r wealth which was a great hindrance to 
s p i r i t u a l development.*^ Chrysostom preached to the r i c h , 
urging them to give up t h e i r a v a r i c e , to help the poor 
and not to bear themselves i n a haughty or condescending 
manner toward the poor.*^ The r i c h man i s at the bottom 
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l i k e a c i t y without w a l l s , given up d e f e n c e l e s s l y to a l l 
the a t t a c k s of the malicious enemy. The r i c h are a l s o 
much harder to teach and to d i s c i p l i n e than the poor. 
For the soul of the r i c h man i s f u l l of v i c e s and 
f o l l i e s , of ambition, of numberless d e s i r e s and 
c u r i o s i t i e s , of wrath and ill-humour, of a v a r i c e , of 
unrighteousness and of whatever other v i c e s there are.*' 
The r i c h people d i s p l a y e d t h e i r wealth i n t h e i r luxurious 
l i f e , t h a t i s to say, i n the s i l v e r and gold dinner 
s e r v i c e s , the heavy t a b l e s , the s o f t beds and carpets, 
the golden p i t c h e r s and goblets, the army of young, 
b e a u t i f u l and r i c h l y c l a d servants, the many musicians 
with t h e i r d e v i l i s h songs and the shameless dancers.^" 
Chrysostom again and again condemned a luxurious 
l i f e s t y l e . S o z o m e n ^ ^ w r i t e s that "the people depended so 
much on Chrysostom, and were so i n s a t i a b l e to hear h i s 
sermons, t h a t they brought him i n t o danger by t h e i r 
pushing and shoving: every one wished to come nearer to 
him, i n order to hear him b e t t e r . During the sermon, he 
s a t , not on the ep i s c o p a l throne, as was customary, but 
at the l e c t o r s ambo (the p u l p i t ) i n order to be i n the 
midst of the people." Gibbon w r i t e s that Chrysostom's 
reproach a g a i n s t the degeneracy of the C h r i s t i a n s i n 
Constantinople was i t s e l f d i g n i f i e d by some ideas of 
s u p e r i o r i t y and enjoyment.^^ 
Constantine the Great had been the founder of the 
economic p o l i c y i n Byzantium so that i t had a l l the marks 
of Roman oppression of the masses. The same economic 
p o l i c y had been continued by the other r u l e r from the 
West, the Emperor Theodosius. The h i s t o r i a n s of that 
time w r i t e about the c r u e l taxes which were imposed by 
the S t a t e and e s p e c i a l l y by Theodosius, who needed money 
to pay the Gothic s o l d i e r s . Levtchenko and Cordatos^* 
quote a l o t of sources which are witnesses to the 
d i f f i c u l t p o s i t i o n of the people because of the heavy 
t a x e s . I t i s t r u e that the C h r i s t i a n Church protected 
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the people who were persecuted by reason of the taxes. 
The taxes which burdened the poor people were so heavy 
t h a t they caused the v i o l e n t r i o t s of Antioch i n 387, and 
of T h e s s a l o n i c a i n 390. Chrysostom preached against 
those who cause the misery of the poor, and against those 
who caused the misery of the poor, and against those who 
wasted the money of the people. 
The population of the E a s t e r n Empire during the fourth 
century was divided i n t o three c l a s s e s . The higher c l a s s 
of the "Honestiores" the lower of the "Humiliores" and 
the s l a v e s . The i n e q u a l i t y i n s o c i e t y l e d to the 
i n e q u a l i t y of the laws.^' 
Chrysostom's predecessor. P a t r i a r c h Nectarius, erected a 
new Palace^^ "with considerable splendour and luxury ..." 
But the revenues, which Chrysostom's predecessors had 
consumed i n pomp and luxury, he d i l i g e n t l y applied to the 
establishment of h o s p i t a l s . I t was an open scandal at 
t h a t time a number of bishops had acquired t h e i r o f f i c e s 
through simony, others had shown themselves f a r too 
greedy f o r money and r i c h e s . Some bishops enriched t h e i r 
r e l a t i v e s with Church property, or wasted i t i n other 
ways, some who had no see took dioceses by force; some 
ambitious p r i e s t s accused t h e i r bishops of heresy, says 
Gibbon, or other l a p s e s i n the hope of succeeding them. 
Chrysostom made a s e r i e s of reforms amongst the c l e r g y 
themselves. He gave himself as an example of the simple 
a p o s t o l i c l i f e to h i s fe l l o w bishops and the c l e r g y . He 
had the marble of the bishop's palace sold, and used the 
money f o r s o c i a l and c h a r i t a b l e purposes. He abolished 
the great banquets which had been so numerous under 
N e c t a r i u s , and which had caused so much expense, because 
he considered i t "a robbing of the temples", to use the 
property of the Church for such things."^' 
I n these s o c i a l c o nditions, Chrysostom advocated the most 
vigorous p r i n c i p l e s which he not only preached but a l s o 
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p r a c t i c e d . He appears t o have used f o r t h i s purpose a 
p a r t o f t h e Church t r e a s u r e . The s p l e n d i d example o f S t . 
B a s i l t h e Great had moved Chrysostom and h e , , f o r h i s 
p a r t , seems t o have served as a model and example f o r 
o t h e r s . "The money which he managed t o save by h i s 
economies he used f o r t h e e r e c t i o n o f h o s p i t a l s f o r t h e 
s i c k , and hospices f o r t h e s t r a n g e r s , which were v e r y 
b a d l y needed. He n o t o n l y p r o v i d e d those which a l r e a d y 
e x i s t e d w i t h a r i c h e r income, b u t b u i l t new ones, and a t 
t h e head o f each he p l a c e d two s u i t a b l e p r i e s t s who 
p r o v i d e d d o c t o r s , cooks and nurses f o r t h e sick."^° I n 
f a c t , t h e hymnody o f t h e Orthodox Church p r a i s e s b o t h t h e 
v i r t u e s and t h e s o c i a l c o n f l i c t s o f t h e Doctor o f t h e 
Church. S t . John Chrysostom i s c a l l e d "The Father o f t h e 
i n j u r e d , orphans, widows and t h e poor," " t o t h e i n j u r e d 
t h e most speedy h e l p , " t h e i n t r o d u c e r o f D i v i n e C h a r i t y . " 
" f o o d o f t h e men who hunger," " p r o v i d e r f o r poor men." 
ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM'S CONGREGATION 
I want t o l o o k i n p a r t i c u l a r a t j u s t who^ and from what 
s o c i a l c l a s s , were t h e people who l i s t e n e d t o Chrysostom 
pr e a c h . 
I t i s e a s i e s t t o approach t h e s u b j e c t from h i s 
many h o m i l i e s i n which i t should be p o s s i b l e t o p i c k up 
h i n t s o f t h e k i n d s o f people he was ad d r e s s i n g . One's 
f i r s t i m p r e s s i o n i s t h a t t h e y were remarkably p a t i e n t o f 
r h e t o r i c p i t c h e d a t a h i g h l e v e l o f s t y l i s t i c and 
e x e g e t i c a l s o p h i s t i c a t i o n . The i m p l i c a t i o n b e i n g t h a t 
h i s l i s t e n e r s were assumed by John t o have enjoyed an 
expens i v e e d u c a t i o n - t h a t t h e y were from t h e upper-most 
r a n k s o f s o c i e t y . R. MacMullen" says t h a t t h i s i s 
c o n f i r m e d by Chrysostom c a l l i n g h i s audience t h e r i c h , 
comparing them t o t h e poor who are not b e f o r e him. For 
example, i n Chrysostom's twenty second homi l y (PG 59.138) 
on S t . John's Gospel, a l s o i n h i s seventy seventh (PG 
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61.420) h o m i l y on S t . John's Gospel t h e poor are 
•^ekeinoi' i n c o n t r a s t t o ^you'. I n homily t w e n t y f o u r on 
Romans (PG 60.626) ^you' i n v i t e t h e poor t o your t a b l e : 
''you' would n o t want t o be such a one as t h a t rope-maker 
o r s m i t h o r t h e l i k e , seen i n t h e market p l a c e . F u r t h e r 
evidence t h a t he was a d d r e s s i n g t h e r i c h l i e s i n t h e 
second h o m i l y On Lazarus and The Rich Man (PG 48.986), 
where i t says ^most o f you' h o l d t h e common view t h a t t h e 
poor are meant t o be so by God and you spread t h e o p i n i o n 
i n t h e market p l a c e , c i r c u s , and t h e a t r e ; ^we' c o n t r a s t e d 
w i t h ^ t h e y ' ^ e k e i n o i ' who are a r t i s a n s o f v a r i o u s s o r t s 
( i b i d 3.2) (PG 48.993) and i n h i s t w e n t i e t h h o m i l y on t h e 
F i r s t E p i s t l e o f Paul t o t h e C o r i n t h i a n s (PG 61.468); 
a g a i n , t h e poor are ^ e k e i n o i ' . A l s o i n h i s t h i r t y f i f t h 
h o m i l y on t h e E p i s t l e t o t h e Ephesians (PG 57.409) i t 
says: ^you' are i d l e f rom c h o i c e , b u t t h e poor from 
unemployment . 
The r i c h he o f t e n has occasion t o c h a r a c t e r i z e . They 
have l u x u r i o u s b e l o n g i n g s , f u r n i t u r e , adornment, 
banquets, and s t y l e o f l i f e ; t hose whom he terms t h e poor 
ar e i n s t e a d p e t t y merchants, t h e y work w i t h t h e i r hands, 
o r have no work a t a l l . A gain, t h e r i c h have s l a v e s , a 
sure s i g n o f t h e i r membership somewhere i n t h e upper 
t e n t h o f t h e socio-economic pyramid; f o r p r i c e s f o r 
s l a v e s remained i n John's day about what t h e y had been 
t h r o u g h o u t t h e e a r l i e r empire, t y p i c a l l y two o r t h r e e 
t i m e s t h e ye a r ' s e a r n i n g s f o r a l a b o u r e r . S l a v e s served 
i n p a r t f o r mere d i s p l a y - t h e y were brought t o Church, 
and John t h e r e o c c a s i o n a l l y addressed them d i r e c t l y -
because w i t h o u t such parade o f s e r v a n t s t h e i r masters and 
m i s t r e s s e s c o u l d h a r d l y c l a i m a proper p l a c e i n s o c i e t y . 
But i t was, o f course, t o t h e masters and m i s t r e s s e s t h a t 
he n o r m a l l y addressed h i m s e l f . The evidence i n t h e t e x t s 
f o r a l l t h i s i s i n Homily 77 on John's Gospel (PG 61.420) 
where i t says ^you' have crowds o f s l a v e s , i n c l u d i n g 
o v e r s e e r s ; ^your' c h i l d r e n have t h e i r own s l a v e s . I n t h e 
n i n t h h o m i l y t o t h e Colossians (PG 62.363) and i n h i s 
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t h i r t y f i f t h h o m i l y on S t . Matthew's Gospel (PG 57.411) 
i t may be assumed t h a t " ^ c i t i z e n s ' have s l a v e s , p l u r a l . 
I n h o m i l y 40.5 on I C o r i n t h i a n s (PG 61.354) i t says t h a t 
^you' ( i . e . t h e r i c h ) s hould l i v e s i m p l y , and, i f one 
s l a v e i s n o t enough f o r you ^ you' should make do w i t h 
o n l y a second; i n h o m i l y 5:4 on I Thessalomians (PG 
62.427), ^your s l a v e ' has i l l - k e p t c l o t h e s . I n homily 
28.4 (PG 63.197) on Hebrews where, as a r e s p e c t a b l e 
woman, ^eleutKera' ^you' would expect t o have a t l e a s t a 
co u p l e o f s l a v e s , j u s t as a p r i e s t must have a t l e a s t one 
s l a v e i n o r d e r t o pr e s e r v e appearances ( t h i s i s a l s o 
mentioned i n h o m i l y 9:4 on t h e e p i s t l e t o Philemon (PG 
62.251)). Furthermore h o m i l y 40:5 on I C o r i n t h i a n s (PG 
61.353), "You deem i t a d i s g r a c e i f you do not l e a d whole 
f l o c k s o f s l a v e s around w i t h you." A l s o , i n t e r e s t i n g l y 
f o r t h e s l a v e s addressed, and a rebuke t o masters who do 
n o t b r i n g t h e i r s l a v e s w i t h them, Chrysostom mentions 
t h i s i n h o m i l y 22:1-3 on I C o r i n t h i a n s (PG 62.156-8) and 
i n h o m i l y 4:4 (PG 62.686) on t h e E p i s t l e t o T i t u s . 
A l s o , John Chrysostom o c c a s i o n a l l y d e l i v e r e d h i s remarks 
t o ^ t h e p o o r ' by name. They were p r e s e n t b e f o r e him. 
For example i n h o m i l y 24:3(PG 60.625) on Romans, he 
rebukes drunkenness among b o t h r i c h and poor, and i n 
h o m i l y 43.2 and 4 on I C o r i n t h i a n s (PG 61.369 and 374) 
t h e ^ i n d i g e n t ' (^deomenoi') are s t i l l a b l e t o g i v e a 
t i t h e t o t h e r e a l l y poor. Indeed v e r y s u r p r i s i n g l y , when 
Chrysostom adds a few d e t a i l s t o what he means by ^the 
poor ' , he says these needy persons own s l a v e s . They were 
o n l y l e s s w e l l o f f t h a n t h e d e c i d e d l y w e l l - t o - d o . I n 
h o m i l y 22.2 on I C o r i n t h i a n s (PG 62.158), t h e r e are 
domestic s l a v e s ( ^ o i k e t a i ' ) i n t h e household o f t h e needy 
(^hoi p e h e t a i ' ) ; i n h o m i l y 1.4 o f t h e e p i s t l e t o t h e 
C o l o s s i a n s (PG 62.304), t h e r e are o n l y two ^boys' 
^ n e a n i a i ' , w a i t on t h e t a b l e o f t h e ^ needy' ( ^ p e n e t a i ' ) ; 
i n h o m i l y 19.5 on I C o r i n t h i a n s (PG 61.158), t h e ^ needy' 
buys a s l a v e o n l y t o pr e s e r v e appearances. T h e r e f o r e 
f r o m t h e evidence one can see t h a t ^the poor' whom 
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Chrysostom preached t o were not d e s p e r a t e l y poor. 
However, R. Macmullen" says t h a t t h a t d i d not^however^ 
p r e v e n t them f e e l i n g ^impecunious', ^impoverished', 
^poor', s i n c e t h e l i n e s o f socio-economic s t r a t i f i c a t i o n 
were e v i d e n t l y so w e l l marked and so c o n s c i o u s l y 
observed. 
A t moments Chrysostom would indeed see q u i t e o r d i n a r y 
f o l k o f t h e c i t y i n Church. They were a r t i s a n s , t h e y had 
a ^ t e c h n i c ' o f some s o r t (though t h a t need not have 
co n s i g n e d them t o t h e t r u l y lower c l a s s ) . They must n o t , 
he reminds them, abandon s e l f - r e s p e c t e n t i r e l y , f o r S t . 
Paul and t h e d i s c i p l e s had a l l had a t r a d e of some s o r t 
( f o r example, he says t h i s i n h o m i l y 5.6 on C o r i n t h i a n s 
(PG 61.46f) ) . Even t h e ^ a g r o i k o i ' , t h e most o r d i n a r y 
f o l k o f a l l f r o m t h e s u r r o u n d i n g c o u n t r y s i d e , are 
sometimes b e f o r e him, on t h e g r e a t f e s t i v a l days a t 
m a r t y r ' s s h r i n e s , where t h e y had g a t h e r e d i n immemorial 
S y r i a n f a s h i o n t o banquet t o g e t h e r a t t h e h o l y p l a c e s , 
a c c o r d i n g t o t h e t e x t : ^To t h e p o p u l a t i o n o f A n t i o c h , ' 
19.1 (PG 44.187) w r i t t e n by him. Thus on t h e year's 
f a i r - d a y s and f o r b a p t i s m , Chrysostom's c o n g r e g a t i o n 
became more t r u l y r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f t h e whole p o p u l a t i o n 
o f t h e c i t y (here A n t i o c h ) and i t s s u r r o u n d i n g t e r r i t o r y . 
C o ncerning t h e o r d i n a r y audience's c a p a c i t y t o understand 
and t h e e x t e n t t o which p r e a c h i n g served as a means o f 
s h a p i n g o p i n i o n : John i s conscious o f r e p e l l i n g members 
o f t h e C h r i s t i a n community i n b o t h A n t i o c h and 
C o n s t a n t i n o p l e by t h e l e n g t h and c o m p l e x i t y o f h i s p u l p i t 
r h e t o r i c , and he rebukes them f o r t h e i r i g n orance o f i . i •) "y n 
kwt tk«t^ will not toKe -H\« trouble, for example m homilM 0.«C 
S c r i p t u r e ; t h e y can read,/^on The Rich Man and Lazarus (PG ^ 
4 8 . 9 9 4 f ) , John's d i f f i c u l t i e s i n h o l d i n g h i s audience i s 
mentioned; and on people's n o t knowing t h e B i b l e i n 
h o m i l y 32.1 on St.John's Gospel (PG 59.187) i t says: 
"those who g a t h e r here know n o t h i n g o f t h e t h i n g s g o i n g 
on here - r a t h e r , a r e i g n o r a n t even o f t h e number o f t h e 
v e r y books ( o f t h e B i b l e ) ! " 
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R. Macmullen says t h a t i n no c i t y , a t t h a t t i m e , was t h e 
Church ( o r were t h e Churches, p l u r a l ) , a b l e p h y s i c a l l y t o 
accommodate a t one t i m e any l a r g e m i n o r i t y o f t h e t o t a l 
r e s i d e n t p o p u l a t i o n , even a f t e r s e v e r a l g e n e r a t i o n s o f 
p o s t - C o n s t a n t i a n growth o f c o n g r e g a t i o n and 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l b u i l d i n g . I t was a s e l e c t i o n t h a t came t o 
w o r s h i p , j u s t as i t had always been a s e l e c t i o n ( q u i t e 
t i n y ) t h a t a t t e n d e d Roman p o p u l a r assemblies. 
To sum up, i t seems t h a t "^the r i c h ' , t h e upper ranks o f 
s o c i e t y , accompanied by t h e i r s l a v e s s u p p l i e d t h e 
at t e n d a n c e b e f o r e John. While women would be p r e s e n t , 
e i t h e r t h e y would be f a r fewer t h a n men, o r were n o t 
o r d i n a r i l y t o be addressed d i r e c t l y , f o r example, i n ^Ad 
i l l u m i n a n d o s c a t e c h i s e s , ' 2:4 ( w r i t t e n by h i m ) . A l s o 
f r o m t h e evidence one sees t h a t ''the poor' are p r e s e n t 
b u t a re p r o b a b l y n o t d e s p e r a t e l y poor s i n c e t h e y do even 
own a t l e a s t one s l a v e 1 More r e s p e c t a b l e a r t i s a n s such 
as g o l d s m i t h s , r e a l l y q u i t e w e l l - t o - d o , might be expected 
among t h o s e p r e s e n t ; s m a l l e r landowners, l i k e w i s e . 
Perhaps a l s o , says R. Macmullen, as s p r i n k l i n g o f t h e 
p i o u s poor ( g e n u i n e l y p o o r ) . O v e r a l l , however, i t was a 
d i s t i n c t l y upper c l a s s audience w i t h a l e s s narrow 
sampling o f t h e p o p u l a t i o n on c e r t a i n days o f s p e c i a l 
i m p o r t a n c e and i n s p e c i a l s e t t i n g s , n o t a b l y i n m a r t y r -
c hurches. Indeed Galusha Anderson^^ says t h a t t h e r e were 
two hundred thousand people A n t i o c h , and one hundred 
thousand o f them were reckoned as C h r i s t i a n s , and t h r e e 
thousand o f these s t o o d i n need o f c h a r i t y . 
THE MAIN FEATURES OF CHRYSOSTOM'S TEACHING 
A l t h o u g h i t i s n o t p o s s i b l e here t o survey t h e 
c o n s i d e r a b l e range o f h i s t e a c h i n g on t h e s u b j e c t , i t i s 
p o s s i b l e t o l o c a t e i n a f a i r l y narrow scope t h e main 
f e a t u r e s o f h i s t e a c h i n g on t h e use and misuse o f we a l t h . 
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Donald A t t w a t e r ^ ^ r e l a t e s how "many o f t h e e a r l y Fathers 
( n o t a b l y , f o r example, S t . B a s i l , who d i e d seven years 
b e f o r e Chrysostom began t o preach) were d i s t i n g u i s h e d f o r 
t h e i r concern f o r t h e needy and oppressed, speaking o u t 
a g a i n s t t h e abuse o f w e a l t h and p r e a c h i n g t h a t p e r s o n a l 
p r o p e r t y i s n o t s t r i c t l y p r i v a t e , b u t a t r u s t , some 
d e c l a r i n g t h a t e v e r y t h i n g s u p e r f l u o u s t o one's reasonable 
r e q u i r e m e n t s s h o u l d be d i s t r i b u t e d . But none of them 
surpassed Chrysostom i n e l o q u e n t , moving and repeated 
i n s i s t e n c e on generous alms g i v i n g . 
Chrysostom t a u g h t t h a t some w e a l t h i s a g i f t from God 
e n t r u s t e d t o peo p l e , who i n t u r n a re t o a c t as h i s 
stewards. Other people are merely p e r m i t t e d by God t o 
a c q u i r e w e a l t h , e s p e c i a l l y when i t i s gathered t h r o u g h 
u n j u s t means. Chrysostom says i n homily 75 on Matthew's 
Gospel:*^ "Where t h e n i s such a one r i c h ? I w i l l say now; 
many a c q u i r e w e a l t h , by God's g i f t ; and many by h i s 
p e r m i s s i o n . For t h i s i s t h e s h o r t and sim p l e account." 
Chrysostom b e l i e v e d t h a t i n s t e a d o f t o t a l l y r e j e c t i n g a l l 
possessions because o f t h e t e m p t a t i o n s which t h e y b r i n g 
p e ople must become even more r a d i c a l i n t h e i r use o f 
w e a l t h . He says, " i t i s n ot enough t o despise w e a l t h , 
b u t we must a l s o m a i n t a i n poor men, and above a l l t h i n g s 
f o l l o w C h r i s t . " ^ ^ For Chrysostom, t h i s "maintenance" 
f a l l s under t h e t i t l e ^ a l m s - g i v i n g ' and r e p r e s e n t s t h e 
most n o b l e use o f w e a l t h . E v i d e n t l y he spent much of h i s 
p r e a c h i n g t i i n e on t h i s s u b j e c t . A t one p o i n t , toward t h e 
end o f h i s 90 h o m i l i e s on S t . Matthew's Gospel, he says: 
"What sayest thou? Am I f o r e v e r speaking o f alms g i v i n g ? 
I would w i s h m y s e l f t h a t t h e r e were n o t g r e a t need f o r me 
t o address t h i s a d v i c e t o you ... b u t when you are not 
y e t sound, how can anyone arm you f o r t h e f i g h t . " " 
Chrysostom comments f u r t h e r on t h e people's need t o hear 
h i s message, "But i f t h o u t a l l e s t one o f money-getting. 
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and o f t r a f f i c , and o f t h e care and i n c r e a s e o f good, I 
a l s o would say u n t o t h e e , n o t t h e s e , b u t alms, and 
p r a y e r s , and t h e p r o t e c t i o n o f t h e i n j u r e d and a l l such 
t h i n g s , a re t r u l y works w i t h r e s p e c t t o which we l i v e i n 
t h o r o u g h i d l e n e s s . " ' " Chrysostom p l a c e d a g r e a t 
i m p o r t a n c e on t h e r o l e o f alms g i v i n g i n t h e C h r i s t i a n 
l i f e . 
Chrysostom t a u g h t , i n On Lazarus and t h e Rich Man 1:9, 
4:2, 6:5, 6;8, 7:3 and 5, t h a t i t i s n ot t h e e x t e r n a l 
c o n d i t i o n s o f w e a l t h and p o v e r t y t h a t are c r u c i a l b u t 
one's a t t i t u d e t o w a r d them; her€one can see a s i m i l a r i t y 
between t h e t e a c h i n g s o f S t . Clement and S t . C y p r i a n . 
The c o n d i t i o n s themselves are l i t t l e more th a n masks 
which h i d e t h e t r u e c h a r a c t e r o f t h e person. 
N e v e r t h e l e s s , t h e masks do have an enormous power. 
Riches can overwhelm t h e reason, darken t h e mind, and 
i n c i t e a mad avaricioustiess^just as p o v e r t y can l e a d t o 
envy, d e s p a i r , and even blasphemy. I f b o t h r i c h and poor 
c o u l d o n l y r e c o g n i s e w o r l d l y s t a t u s f o r what i t i s , t h e y 
would be f r e e d f r o m t h e t y r a n n y o f p a s s i o n a t e attachment 
t o f a l s e appearances. 
A g a i n as S t . Clement and St. Cypr i a n had done, Chrysostom 
s t r e s s e d t h e s a l v i f i c b e n e f i t s o f alms g i v i n g . 
G e n e r o s i t y t o w a r d t h e poor f u n c t i o n s as a means of 
d e t a c h i n g o n e s e l f from t h e l u r e o f r i c h e s , a t o n i n g f o r 
s i n , and a t t a i n i n g f a v o u r w i t h God. These ideas were n o t 
new. What was new was t h e l e n g t h s t o which he c a r r i e d 
them. The a s c e t i c i d e a l combined w i t h t h e p r o s p e c t o f 
t h e L a s t Judgement l e d him t o advocate n o t o n l y a l m s -
g i v i n g b u t a l s o s e l f - i m p o s e d p o v e r t y . V o l u n t a r y 
s u f f e r i n g on e a r t h c o u l d f o r e s t a l l d i v i n e r e t r i b u t i o n i n 
t h e w o r l d t o come. 
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The reason why I have used m a i n l y h i s h o m i l i e s on t h e 
B i b l i c a l t e x t s i s because o f t h e fundamental importance 
o f t h e B i b l e t o Chrysostom. The l i f e , t e a c h i n g and 
c h a r a c t e r o f Chrysostom prove how t h e B i b l e can i n s p i r e 
human a c t i o n s . P a l l a d i u s says t h a t Chrysostom had used 
t h e p e r i o d o f h i s l i f e as a s o l i t a r y t o l e a r n t h e 
Testament o f C h r i s t . The a s c e t i c p r i n c i p l e s o f h i s 
c h a r a c t e r and t h e development o f h i s s p i r i t u a l l i f e were 
B i b l i c a l l y s u p p o r t e d . From t h e B i b l e he d e r i v e d h i s 
l o n g i n g f o r h o l i n e s s and p u r i t y o f l i v i n g , h i s s p l e n d i d 
m o r a l power and a r d e n t c h a r i t y , h i s admirable d e v o t i o n t o 
t r u t h , j u s t i c e and goodness, and above a l l h i s 
unshakeable f a i t h . The B i b l e was f o r Chrysostom t h e r e a l 
book o f l i f e , f r o m which he d e r i v e d t h e c e r t a i n w i t n e s s 
t o t h e t r u t h which he preached.'^ No o t h e r Father o f t h e 
Church demonstrated w i t h an equal p e r s i s t e n c e and 
a c t i v i t y t h e ideas o f p r a c t i c a l C h r i s t i a n i t y as 
Chrysostom d i d . ' ^ 
F i g h t i n g a g a i n s t every e v i l , t r y i n g t o u p r o o t t h e mutual 
j e a l o u s i e s o f t h e people, he s t r o v e t o c r e a t e i n them a 
s t a t e e q u a l t o t h a t o f t h e a n g e l s . " T h e r e f o r e , h i s s o l e 
purpose was t o l e a d human beings t o t h e fundamental 
t e a c h i n g s o f C h r i s t , h a v i n g as h i s u l t i m a t e aim t h e 
s a l v a t i o n o f h i s c o n g r e g a t i o n . 
I n h i s sermons on v a r i o u s p a r t s o f t h e B i b l e , Chrysostom 
i n t e n d e d n o t o n l y t o i n s t r u c t h i s hearers and h i s readers 
t h e o r e t i c a l l y , b u t much more t o c o r r e c t t h e i r moral l i f e . 
To each h o m i l y i s appended, a t t h e end o f t h e e x p o s i t i o n 
p r o p e r , an ' ' e t h i c a l ' a p p l i c a t i o n o f t h e lessons t o be 
l e a r n e d f r o m t h e passage expounded.'^ 
His aim was t h a t h i s hearers should n o t o n l y be C h r i s t i a n 
i n name b u t a l s o i n deed, and s t r e s s e d t h a t i n o r d e r t o 
ac h i e v e t h i s t h e y must l i v e a c c o r d i n g t o t h e t e a c h i n g s o f 
C h r i s t . The C h r i s t i a n must n o t o n l y b e l i e v e i n C h r i s t , 
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speak about Him and know Him and know His t e a c h i n g , b u t 
he/she must l i v e w i t h C h r i s t , and i n C h r i s t , and walk 
u n s w e r v i n g l y i n His immutable way. Since Chrysostom 
teaches a p r a c t i c a l C h r i s t i a n i t y he commands goods works 
as a supplement t o t h e f a i t h . Chrysostom i n s i s t e d upon 
t h e n e c e s s i t y o f c r e a t i n g i n t h e l i f e o f a C h r i s t i a n a 
f u l l r e c o n c i l i a t i o n between those i d e a l s which are 
fundamental and r e a l . 
As a m a t t e r o f f a c t Diodorus i n f l u e n c e d Chrysostom i n 
expounding t h e New Testament. Chrysostom a l s o s t u d i e d 
t h e p e r s o n a l c h a r a c t e r s o f , and d i f f e r e n c e s between, t h e 
v a r i o u s a u t h o r s o f t h e B i b l e and on many e x e g e t i c a l 
problems h i s wise judgement s t i l l c a r r i e s w e i g h t today. 
U l t i m a t e l y , however, a l l s c h o l a r l y exegesis must serve 
t h e p r e a c h i n g o f t h e Gospel, i n which alone i t can a t t a i n 
f u l l e f f e c t and development. Campenhausen says t h a t " i n 
t h e sermon we hear t h e v o i c e o f C h r i s t and t h e c a l l o f 
His A p o s t l e s . " Stephens says'^ t h a t Chrysostom deemed t h e 
r e a d i n g o f t h e B i b l e t h e b e s t means f o r t h e promotion o f 
C h r i s t i a n l i f e . A C h r i s t i a n w i t h o u t t h e knowledge of t h e 
S c r i p t u r e s i s t o him a workman w i t h o u t t o o l s . Even t h e 
s i g h t o f t h e B i b l e d e t e r s from s i n , how much more t h e 
r e a d i n g . I t p u r i f i e s and consecrates t h e s o u l : i t 
i n t r o d u c e s i t i n t o t h e h o l y o f h o l i e s and b r i n g s i t i n t o 
d i r e c t communion w i t h God. 
He i s e q u a l l y a t home i n t h e Books o f t h e Old Testament 
and t h e New Testament "and has t h e s k i l l t o use even t h e 
f o r m e r f o r t h e c o n d i t i o n s o f t h e p r e s e n t and t h e problems 
o f d a i l y l i f e . " " ' 
I t w ould be an e x a g g e r a t i o n i f one was t o say t h a t t h e 
whole o f t h e sermons and t h e t e a c h i n g o f Chrysostom 
s h o u l d be used f o r t h e i n s t r u c t i o n o f our p r e s e n t 
s o c i e t y . But he i s t h e o n l y Father whose sermons can be 
used in t h e p r e s e n t t i m e , because " h i s sermons show t h a t 
Theology was s t i l l a b l e t o f u l f i l i t s t a s k i n t h e Church 
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t o a l a r g e e x t e n t . The h o m i l i e s o f Chrysostom are 
p r o b a b l y t h e o n l y ones from t h e whole o f Greek a n t i q u i t y 
w h i c h a t l e a s t i n p a r t a re s t i l l r e a dable today as 
C h r i s t i a n sermons. They r e f l e c t something o f t h e 
a u t h e n t i c l i f e o f t h e New Testament, j u s t because t h e y 
a r e so e t h i c a l , so sim p l e and so clear-headed."^' 
Chrysostom "combines g r e a t f a c i l i t y i n d i s c e r n i n g t h e 
s p i r i t u a l meaning o f t h e s c r i p t u r a l t e x t w i t h an equal 
a b i l i t y f o r immediate, p r a c t i c a l a p p l i c a t i o n t o t h e 
guidance o f th o s e committed t o h i s c a r e . The depth o f 
h i s t h o u g h t and t h e soundness o f h i s m a s t e r f u l e x p o s i t i o n 
a r e unique and a t t r a c t even modern readers.'® 
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CHAPTER 1 
THE PROPER USE OF WEALTH: ALMS-GIVING AND THE RICH PEOPLE 
AS STEWARDS OF THE POOR. 
BACKGROUND 
How i r o n i c t h a t , o n l y a few score years ago, people who 
advocated a l i f e o f community o f goods f o r s o c i e t y a t 
l a r g e tended almost t o t a k e i t f o r g r a n t e d (as o f course 
d i d t h e i r a d v e r s a r i e s ) t h a t t h e i r p o s i t i o n was somehow 
i m p l i c i t l y a t h e i s t i c , o r a t l e a s t a g n o s t i c . A f t e r a l l , 
i t s u r e l y seemed t o be a t odds w i t h i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
r e l i g i o n . How s u r p r i s e d these people would have been had 
t h e y known t h a t , a m i l l e n i u m and a h a l f b e f o r e them, S t . 
John Chrysostom and o t h e r F a t h e r s had h e l d p r e c i s e l y t h e 
c o n t r a r y (as w i l l be seen i n t h i s c h a p t e r ) . I t was p r i v a t e 
o w nership, i n t h e view o f Chrysostom, t h a t was 
" a t h e i s t i c " o r " i d o l a t r o u s " . Chrysostom never f o r g o t t h e 
p e r f e c t d i s j u n c t i v e t h a t Jesus had set b e f o r e h i s own 
f o l l o w e r s : "You cannot g i v e y o u r s e l f t o God and money" 
( S t . Luke's Gospel c h a p t e r s i x , verse t h i r t e e n ) . 
P r o p e r t y was a " f a l s e God". P r o p e r t y and money had 
become an o b j e c t o f w o r s h i p , e n s l a v i n g b o t h t h e possessor 
and t h e dispossessed. The h o a r d i n g o f w e a l t h had become 
a p a s s i o n t h a t c o u l d not be s a t i s f i e d , an unending 
process which always demanded more a f t e r each new 
a c q u i s i t i o n . The hoarder was i d e n t i f i e d by St. John 
Chrysostom and o t h e r F a t h e r s as t h e l a n d g r a b b e r , t h e 
u s u r e r , t h e t r a d e r , and t h e p o l i t i c a l power-holder, and 
accused o f s a c r i f i c i n g b o t h n a t u r e and people on t h e 
a l t a r o f t h i s newly developed ^od, money, and i t s 
v e r i t a b l e r e l i g i o n , t h e i d e o l o g y and p r a c t i c e o f a b s o l u t e 
ownership. Chrysostom and P a t r i s t i c t h o u g h t i n g e n e r a l 
f o u n d i t r e p u l s i v e t h a t God's c r e a t i o n had been made i n t o 
p r o p e r t y (as w i l l a l s o be seen i n t h i s c h a p t e r ) . They 
r e f u s e d t o make Mammon t h e supreme r e a l i t y o f human 
e x i s t e n c e . 
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I n t h e f i r s t two c e n t u r i e s A.D., when C h r i s t i a n i t y had 
spread i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y . C h r i s t i a n s had o f t e n p r e f e r r e d 
t o r t u r e and d e a t h , o r t h e underground l i f e , t o t h e s i n s 
o f i d o l a t r y . The s i g n i f i c a n c e o f Chrysostom's t h o u g h t 
was t h a t i t now c h a l l e n g e d people t o see t h a t Roman law ' s 
i d e a o f a b s o l u t i s t and e x c l u s i v i s t ownership was j u s t as 
much a d i r e c t a f f r o n t t o t h e C h r i s t i a n f a i t h - v i e w , t h a t 
God al o n e i s A b s o l u t e , and t h a t God alone i s t h e One 
A b s o l u t e ^Dominus' o r ^Despotes' o f a l l t h i n g s . 
Chrysostom t e l l s us t h a t t h e i d e a o f an a b s o l u t e human 
r i g h t o f ownership amused him t o t h e p o i n t o f l a u g h t e r . ^ 
To him, as we s h a l l see, t h e n o t i o n i t s e l f was 
meaningless.^ A l l t h i n g s are God's - o n l y God's, whose 
s e r v a n t s we a l l are t o g e t h e r , ^ s u n d o u l o i ' o f h i s . He 
w i l l r e q u i r e an a c c o u n t i n g o f our stew a r d s h i p over h i s 
possession.^ " E x i s t e n c e i t s e l f we have t h r o u g h Him, and 
l i f e , and b r e a t h , and l i g h t and a i r , and e a r t h . " * For " i s 
n o t ^ t h e e a r t h ' s God's and t h e f u l l n e s s t h e r e o f ? " I f 
t h e n our possessions belong t o One Common Lord , t h e y a l s o 
b e l o n g t o our f e l l o w s e r v a n t s . The possessions o f One 
L o r d a r e a l l common."^ S t . Augustine agreed: "God 
commands s h a r i n g n o t as b e i n g from t h e p r o p e r t y o f them 
whom he commands, b u t as b e i n g from h i s own p r o p e r t y . " * 
SOME PRESUPPOSITIONS TO CHRYSOSTOM'S THOUGHTS ON WEALTH 
( i ) Every o v e r - e s t i m a t e o f t h e w o r t h o f money impedes t h e 
freedom o f t h e S p i r i t and i s i n c o m p a t i b l e w i t h t h e p u r i t y 
o f C h r i s t i a n i t y . Chrysostom, f i r s t o f a l l , d i s t i n g u i s h e s 
between t h e possession o f money and t h e d e s i r e t o a c q u i r e 
more and more. He does n o t deny t h e use of money t o men. 
T h i s problem Chrysostom examines, n o t o n l y as a s o c i a l 
r e f o r m e r , b u t as a C h r i s t i a n m o r a l i s t , an ard e n t and 
u n r e s t i n g h e r a l d o f t h e moral t e a c h i n g o f C h r i s t . 
Chrysostom i s a most a u s t e r e and most p a s s i o n a t e t e a c h e r 
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o f C h r i s t i a n i d e a l s . When he a t t a c k s w e a l t h , he seeks t o 
awake t h e conscience o f t h e r i c h , t o a f f e c t t h e i r hard 
and c r u e l h e a r t s , t o make them h e l p t h e poor, i f n o t t o 
g i v e away t h e i r w e a l t h . N e v e r t h e l e s s he emphasizes t h e 
f a c t t h a t t h e r i c h must n o t be hated by t h e poor. 
Baur' suggests t h a t perhaps nobody e l s e amongst t h e 
F a t h e r s o f t h e Church spoke from t h e p u l p i t w i t h such 
power and such persuasiveness t o t h e conscience o f t h e 
r i c h as S t . John Chrysostom. 
His p o l e m i c s a g a i n s t w e a l t h are t h e words of a " l o v i n g 
f a t h e r , " n o t f l a t t e n i n g , b u t i n s p i r e d by a r d e n t z e a l f o r 
t h e J u s t i c e o f God on t h e E a r t h and f o r t h e s a l v a t i o n o r 
t h e people.^ 
I n Chrysostom's t e a c h i n g w e a l t h and p o v e r t y i n t h i s 
e a r t h l y l i f e a re l i k e a t h e a t r i c a l costume, which covers 
t h e r e a l person o f man.' For Chrysostom w e a l t h i s n o t h i n g 
and p o v e r t y i s n o t h i n g , l a c k o f honour i s n o t h i n g , and 
honour i s n o t h i n g . A l l these are temporary and are 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d f r o m each o t h e r o n l y by t h e i r name. 
N e i t h e r i s w e a l t h good and p o v e r t y bad. "You have seen 
by f a c t s , t h a t r i c h e s are not good, p o v e r t y n o t e v i l , b u t 
t h e y a r e t h i n g s d i f f e r e n t . " ^ ^ The moral v a l u e o f w e a l t h 
i s d e t e r m i n e d by t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between good a c t i o n and 
t h e f r e e w i l l o f man. The in w a r d d i s p o s i t i o n o f man and 
h i s manner o f d i s t r i b u t i n g i t make w e a l t h good or bad. 
So t h e n i f r i c h e s are good, he says, i t i s not r i c h e s , 
b u t t h e w i l l o f t h e possessor t h a t e f f e c t s t h i s , f o r , i f 
t h e w i l l does t h i s , i t i s i n t h e power even o f a poor man 
t o w i n Heaven. "For, as I have o f t e n s a i d , God does n o t 
r e g a r d t h e amount o f t h e g i f t s , b u t t h e w i l l o f t h e 
g i v e r s : i t i s p o s s i b l e even f o r t h e poor man, who was 
g i v e n b u t l i t t l e , t o bear o f f a l l , f o r God r e q u i r e s a 
measure p r o p o r t i o n e d t o our a b i l i t y , n e i t h e r w i l l r i c h e s 
secure Heaven t o us, nor p o v e r t y h e l l ; b u t a good o r bad 
w i l l , e i t h e r one o r t h e o t h e r . "^ ^ 
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Chrysostom h a v i n g i n mind t h e moral s i d e o f w e a l t h f i r m l y 
u n d e r l i n e s t h a t w e a l t h o f f e r s more o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r 
t e m p t a t i o n s i n t h e l i f e o f a C h r i s t i a n . "For how, I 
would ask, can i t be o t h e r w i s e , b u t t h a t t h e s o u l o f t h e 
r i c h must d e a l w i t h e v i l s : f o l l y , v a i n g l o r y , numberless 
l u s t s , anger and p a s s i o n , covetousness, i n i q u i t y and what 
n o t ? " " I t i s apparent t h a t Chrysostom t r i e s t o p o i n t o u t 
t h a t w e a l t h i s n o t always p r o f i t a b l e . " I do not w i s h t o 
p u n i s h s i n n e r s b u t t o h e a l t h e s i c k . The f a l l o f t h e 
government m i n i s t e r E u t r o p i u s was a v e r y s u i t a b l e 
o c c a s i o n f o r Chrysostom t o p o i n t out t h e bad c o n t r i b u t i o n 
o f w e a l t h t o human l i f e . "Have I not always s a i d t o you 
t h a t r i c h e s know no l o y a l t y ? And now - now i s shown t o 
you t h e a c t u a l p r o o f t h a t w e a l t h i s not o n l y u n r e l i a b l e 
and u n g r a t e f u l , b u t even a murderer. I t i s w e a l t h t h a t 
i s t o blame f o r your t r e m b l i n g and quaking here."^^ 
( i i ) Not to Share One's Resources I s Robbery 
Most o f Chrysostom's w r i t i n g s , l i k e t h e f i r s t t e x t t o be 
a n a l y s e d , are e x e g e t i c a l h o m i l i e s on t h e books o f t h e Old 
and New Testaments. Most o f these sermons were d e l i v e r e d 
a t A n t i o c h between 386 and 397. The f o l l o w i n g passages 
a r e f r o m a commentttrij on S t . Luke's Gospel c h a p t e r 
s i x t e e n , t h e p a r a b l e o f t h e Rich Man and Lazarus 
A "This i s r o b b e r y : n o t t o share one's r e s o u r c e s . 
Perhaps what I am s a y i n g a s t o n i s h e s you. Yet be not 
a s t o n i s h e d . For I s h a l l o f f e r you t h e t e s t i m o n y o f t h e 
Sacred S c r i p t u r e s , which say t h a t n o t o n l y t o rob o t h e r s ' 
p r o p e r t y , b u t a l s o not t o share your own w i t h o t h e r s , i s 
r o b b e r y and g r e e d i n e s s and t h e f t . . . " B r i n g t h e whole 
t i t h e i n t o t h e storehouse, t h a t t h e r e may be f o o d i n my 
house." ( M a l a c h i 3:10 - Chrysostom reads, " f o r t h e 
r o b b e r y o f t h e poor i s i n your houses," f o r t h e l a s t 
c l a u s e ) . Because you have n o t made t h e accustomed 
o f f e r i n g s , t h e p r o p h e t says, t h e r e f o r e have you robbed 
42 
t h e t h i n g s t h a t b e l o n g t o t h e poor. T h i s he says by way 
o f showing t h e r i c h t h a t t h e y are i n possession o f t h e 
p r o p e r t y o f t h e poor, even i f i t i s a pat r i m o n y t h e y have 
r e c e i v e d , even i f t h e y have ga t h e r e d t h e i r money 
elsewhere. "^ ^ 
B. "And a g a i n we r e a d , ^My son, rob not t h e poor man o f 
h i s l i v e l i h o o d ' (Ecclus 4:1). The one who d e s p o i l s t a k e s 
t h e p r o p e r t y o f a n o t h e r . For i t i s c a l l e d s p o l i a t i o n 
when we r e t a i n o t h e r s ' p r o p e r t y . On t h i s account l e t us 
l e a r n t h a t as o f t e n as we have n ot g i v e n alms, we s h a l l 
be punished l i k e those who have pl u n d e r e d . . . God has 
g i v e n you many t h i n g s t o possess, n o t i n o r d e r t h a t you 
may use them up f o r f o r n i c a t i o n , drunkenness, g l u t t o n y , 
c o s t l y c l o t h e s , and o t h e r forms o f s o f t l i v i n g , b u t i n 
o r d e r t h a t you may d i s t r i b u t e t o t h e needy. T h e r e f o r e . 
. . th o s e who have something more t h a n n e c e s s i t y demands 
and spend i t on themselves i n s t e a d o f d i s t r i b u t i n g i t t o 
t h e i r needy f e l l o w s e r v a n t s , t h e y w i l l be meted out 
t e r r i b l e punishments. For what t h e y possess i s not 
p e r s o n a l p r o p e r t y ; i t belongs t o t h e i r f e l l o w - s e r v a n t s . " " 
Chrysostom makes i t c l e a r enough i n t h e f i r s t l i n e s here 
( p a r t A) t h a t he i s speaking l i t e r a l l y when he says, 
"This i s r o b b e r y : n o t t o share one's re s o u r c e s . " Not 
o n l y t o t a k e what belongs t o o t h e r s , b u t a l s o t o refuse 
t h e needy a share i n one's p r o p e r t y , i s t h e f t i n t h e 
s t r i c t sense. He uses t h r e e synonyms, ^harpage', 
^ p l e o n e x i a , ' and ^ a p o s t e r e s i s , ' t o emphasize t h a t he i s 
spe a k i n g l i t e r a l l y . He adds e x p r e s s l y t h a t i t does n ot 
m a t t e r how t h e r i c h owner has a c t u a l l y come i n t o t h e 
p o s s e s s i o n o f p r o p e r t y - whether by i n h e r i t i n g i t from 
p a r e n t s o r by some o t h e r means. I f one does not share 
w i t h t h e needy, one i s a rob b e r . 
What i s t h e reason f o r John's " a s t o n i s h i n g " a s s e r t i o n ? 
Passage A appeals t o t h e a u t h o r i t y o f t h e B i b l e . A l l t h a t 
one has, no m a t t e r how we have come t o possess i t . 
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e s s e n t i a l l y belongs t o God. God i s t h e Supreme Lord and 
we a r e a l l f e l l o w - s e r v a n t s : ^ s u n d o u l o i ' . The poor and 
t h e needy are t h e r e f o r e j u s t as much under God's care and 
e n t i t l e d t o God's pr o v i d e n c e as t h e r e s t , f o r a l l , even 
t h e r i c h , have r e c e i v e d whatever t h e y have from God. 
I f t h e poor do n o t r e c e i v e what i s needed f o r t h e i r 
sustenance, i t i s because t h e r i c h have robbed them o f 
what i s due them f r o m t h e m a t e r i a l goods t h a t e s s e n t i a l l y 
b e l o n g t o God. The purpose o f p r o p e r t y i s "not i n o r d e r 
t h a t you may use i t up f o r f o r n i c a t i o n , drunkenness, 
g l u t t o n y ... b u t i n o r d e r t h a t you may share i t w i t h t h e 
needy. " 
We a r e a l l a l i k e - we are a l l f e l l o w - s e r v a n t s - so t h a t 
we have e s s e n t i a l l y t h e same s i g h t t o t h e goods o f e a r t h , 
w h i c h never cease t o belong p r i m a r i l y t o t h e Supreme 
L o r d . Those t h e r e f o r e who do not share w i t h t h e needy as 
God shares w i t h them are n o t h i n g more t h a n r o b b e r s . 
Chrysostom uses t h e same word f o r " s h a r i n g " which S t . 
Clement o f A l e x a n d r i a used ^metadidonai'. U n l i k e S t . 
Clement, however, John was not a g r e a t f r i e n d o f pagan 
p h i l o s o p h y and p r e f e r r e d t o work as a B i b l i c a l exegete.^® 
( i i i ) The Meaning of "Mine" and "Not Mine" 
The f o l l o w i n g group o f passages are a l l d i r e c t l y 
concerned w i t h t h e meaning o f t h e concept "mine" and 
" t h i n e " . Passage A i s p a r t o f an address John d e l i v e r e d 
a t A n t i o c h w h i l e he was s t i l l a deacon. The t o p i c i s 
v i r g i n i t y . I n t h i s s e c t i o n o f h i s sermon he speaks o f 
calm and t r a n q u i l l i t y as c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f v i r g i n i t y . 
A v a r i c e , he says, and a m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e r e a l 
meaning o f ownership, cause t h e l o s s o f t r a n q u i l l i t y , and 
a n x i e t y . 
A. "But what i s t h e meaning o f "mine" and "not mine"? 
For, t r u l y , t h e more a c c u r a t e l y I weigh these words, t h e 
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more t h e y seem t o me t o be b u t words . . . And not o n l y 
i n s i l v e r and g o l d , b u t a l s o i n b a t h i n g p l a c e s , gardens, 
b u i l d i n g s , "mine" and "not mine" you w i l l p e r c e i v e t o be 
b u t meaningless words. For use i n common t o a l l . Those 
who seem t o be owners have o n l y more care o f these t h i n g s 
t h a n t h o s e who are n o t . The former, a f t e r so much 
e f f o r t , o b t a i n b u t j u s t as much as those who have 
expended no e f f o r t . " ^ ' 
B. "God g e n e r o u s l y g i v e s a l l t h i n g s t h a t are much more 
necessary t h a n money, such as a i r , w a t e r , f i r e , t h e sun -
a l l such t h i n g s . I t i s s u r e l y n o t t r u e t o say t h a t t h e 
r i c h person e n j o y s t h e sun's r a y s more t h a n t h e poor 
person does. I t i s n o t c o r r e c t t o say t h a t t h e r i c h 
p e rson t a k e s i n a more abundant supply o f a i r t h a n t h e 
poor person does. No, a l l [ t h e s e ] t h i n g s l i e a t t h e 
e q u a l and common d i s p o s i t i o n o f a l l . . . That we may 
l i v e s e c u r e l y : . . . a g a i n , t h a t we may have an occasion 
f o r g r o w t h and m e r i t s , money i s not made common, so t h a t , 
h a t i n g a v a r i c e and f o l l o w i n g j u s t i c e , and s h a r i n g w i t h 
t h e needy, we may s e i z e t h r o u g h t h i s means some remedy 
f o r our sins."^° 
C. "For ''mine' and ""thine' - those c h i l l y words which 
i n t r o d u c e innumerable wars i n t o t h e w o r l d - should be 
e l i m i n a t e d from t h a t Holy Church ... The poor would not 
envy t h e r i c h , because t h e r e would be no r i c h . N e i t h e r 
w o u l d t h e poor be despised by t h e r i c h , f o r t h e r e would 
be no poor. A l l t h i n g s would be i n common."^^ 
S e t t i n g a s i d e t h e p r e v a l e n t Roman l e g a l p o i n t o f view and 
m e d i t a t i n g f r o m a p u r e l y C h r i s t i a n p o s i t i o n , St. John 
Chrysosotom says t h a t t h e more he delves i n t o t h e i n n e r 
meaning o f ownership, by which one can c a l l a t h i n g 
"mine" o r "not mine", t h e more he i s convinced t h a t these 
words have no r e a l i s t i c c o n t e n t . The use o f m a t e r i a l 
goods s h o u l d be common t o a l l . No one can have a c l a i m 
t o t h e e x c l u s i v e use o f m a t e r i a l goods. T h e r e f o r e , t h e 
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l e g a l p r o p r i e t o r s o f w o r l d l y goods, "who seem t o be 
owners" o r "masters" - " h o i dokountes auton e i n o i i k u r i o i " 
- d i f f e r f r o m those who are n o t even l e g a l l y owners o n l y 
by t h e f a c t t h a t t h e y have a g r e a t e r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y t o 
s o c i e t y . The d i f f e r e n c e , e t h n i c a l l y , does n o t i m p l y t h e 
owner's r i g h t t o do what t h e y w i s h w i t h " t h e i r " p r o p e r t y , 
o r t o use i t e x c l u s i v e l y f o r themselves - " f o r use i s 
common t o a l l . " 
I n Passage B, Chrysostom s t a t e s t h a t t h e reason why t h e 
use o f p r o p e r t y i s common t o a l l and n o t an e x c l u s i v e 
r i g h t o f owners: a l l t h i n g s , n o t e x c l u d i n g those t h a t are 
"owned" e s s e n t i a l l y b elong t o God. I t i s God who 
"ge n e r o u s l y g i v e s a l l t h i n g s . " 
Having s t a t e d t h i s g e n e r a l p r i n c i p l e , Chrysostom proceeds 
t o d i s t i n g u i s h between (1) a n a n k a i o t e r a - "the t h i n g s 
w h i c h a r e more necessary," o r t h e "causes o f l i f e " - and 
(2) chremata - "money," " f o r t u n e . " Under t h e former 
c a t e g o r y he l i s t s " a i r , w a t e r , f i r e , t h e sun - a l l such 
t h i n g s . " 
I n w h i c h o f t h e two c a t e g o r i e s w i l l l a n d be i n c l u d e d ? 
S u r e l y i n t h e foinner. Land, t o o , i s a f r e e g i f t o f 
n a t u r e , w h i c h everyone can f i n d t o be s i m p l y t h e r e and o f 
wh i c h t h e r e f o r e no one can c l a i m m e r i t o r o r i g i n a t i o n . 
S t . John Chrysostom says t h a t a l l such t h i n g s have been 
i n t e n d e d by God f o r a l l e q u a l l y and i n common - p r e c i s e l y 
because t h e y a re a b s o l u t e l y necessary, because t h e y are 
t h e "causes o f l i f e . " 
O ther t h i n g s which some possess i n g r e a t e r measure t h a n 
o t h e r s , b u t which are n o t s t r i c t l y necessary, are not 
made common. Those who have these - "money," or 
" f o r t u n e , " t h a t i s , l u x u r i e s - must share them w i t h those 
who may s t i l l l a c k t h e n e c e s s i t i e s . 
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I n Passage C, Chrysostom e l u c i d a t e s f o r C h r i s t i a n s o f h i s 
t i m e what i t means t o be i n " t h a t Holy Church" - a 
r e f e r e n c e t o A c t s 4:32, on which t h e whole passage i s a 
commentary. The d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n between r i c h and poor 
must be a b o l i s h e d . The " c h i l l y words" "mine" and "not 
mine" a r e t o be banished. Envy, contempt f o r o t h e r s , and 
wars would a l l no l o n g e r e x i s t where e x c l u s i v e i n d i v i d u a l 
o wnership ceased and where t h e r e were no more "mine" and 
" t h i n e " b u t o n l y "ours." 
P r o p e r t y s h o u l d be a m a t t e r o f s o c i a l ownership. I n S t . 
John Chrysostom's view, i n l i g h t o f t h e message o f Ac t s 
4:32, o r what has been c a l l e d t h e s o c i a l i s t t h o u g h t and 
p r a c t i c e o f t h e f i r s t C h r i s t i a n s (whether Chrysostom 
h i m s e l f was a s o c i a l i s t w i l l be dis c u s s e d i n c h a p t e r 
t h r e e ) , C. A v i l a ^ ^ argues t h a t t o be a C h r i s t i a n i m p l i e s 
s u b s c r i b i n g t o t h i s i d e a and s p e l l i n g i t o u t i n 
p r a c t i c a b l e arrangements. 
( i v ) To Possess and Not Be Possessed by One's Possessions 
S t . John Chrysostom was accused o f a t t a c k i n g t h e r i c h 
" w i t h o u t reason." And he defends h i m s e l f : 
A. " I do n o t say these t h i n g s s i m p l y t o accuse t h e r i c h 
o r p r a i s e t h e poor. For i t i s not w e a l t h t h a t i s e v i l , 
b u t t h e e v i l use o f w e a l t h . Nor i s p o v e r t y good, b u t t h e 
use o f p o v e r t y . That r i c h person who l i v e s a t t h e t i m e 
o f Lazarus was punished n ot because he was r i c h , b u t 
because he was c r u e l and inhuman. "^ ^ 
B. " I t i s n o t w e a l t h , t h e r e f o r e , t h a t i s e v i l , b u t t h e 
i l l e g i t i m a t e use o f i t . . . Every c r e a t u r e o f God i s 
good, . . . so now I am not accusing t h e r i c h , nor do I 
begrudge them t h e i r w e a l t h . . . Money i s c a l l e d 
^chremata' so t h a t we may use i t (chresometha), and not 
t h a t i t may use us. T h e r e f o r e possessions are so c a l l e d 
t h a t we may possess them, n o t t h e y possess us. Why do 
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you r e g a r d t h e master as a slave? Why do you i n v e r t t h e 
I order?"'* 
L i k e S t . Clement o f A l e x a n d r i a b e f o r e him, Chrysostom 
^ a s s e r t s t h e goodness o f a l l c r e a t i o n . Wealth or m a t e r i a l 
goods a r e n o t e v i l , r a t h e r , i n themselves t h e y are good. 
; "Every c r e a t u r e o f God i s good." I t i s not w e a l t h 
^ i t s e l f , b u t t h e e v i l o r i l l e g i t i m a t e use o f w e a l t h which 
i s m o r a l l y bad. 
y 
'' There i s , t h e n , a c c o r d i n g t o Chrysostom, a law r e g u l a t i n g 
Ij t h e use o f w e a l t h . I f one owns w e a l t h , one should a c t as 
a r e a l "owner" o r "master" as one possessing t h e p r o p e r t y 
r a t h e r t h a n one possessed by i t . Othenvise one would be 
a mere d o u l o s , o r s l a v e . The word ^doulos' connotes t h e 
c l a s s i c p i c t u r e o f bondage and l i m i t a t i o n , and t o c a l l 
anyone by t h i s name was one o f t h e w o r s t i n s u l t s one 
person c o u l d h u r l a t an o t h e r . 
The e t y m o l o g i c a l r o o t o f t h e Greek word f o r "money" 
(chremata) meant "use". The r i c h , however, as Chrysostom 
observed, were so a t t a c h e d t o t h i s m a t e r i a l c a l l e d money, 
wh i c h s h o u l d have been f o r use r a t h e r t h a n f o r h o a r d i n g , 
t h a t t h e y p u t t h e i r whole h e a r t s and minds t o p u r s u i n g 
money e n d l e s s l y - n o t f o r common use, b u t s i m p l y f o r 
u n l i m i t e d p r i v a t e a c c u m u l a t i o n . John endorsed t h e 
goodness o f a l l c r e a t i o n , i n c l u d i n g w e a l t h or m a t e r i a l 
goods. But he condemned t h e d r i v e f o r what seemed l i k e 
u n l i m i t e d p r i v a t e a c c u m u l a t i o n . 
(v ) The Root of Accumulated Wealth Must Be I n j u s t i c e : 
P r i v a t e Ownership Causes Antagonisms, As i f Nature I t s e l f 
Were Indignant. 
I n t h e f o l l o w i n g passages, Chrysostom e x p l i c i t l y speaks 
o f l a n d ownership, and o f what may be d e s c r i b e d as t h e 
communal c h a r a c t e r o f l a n d and o t h e r n a t u r a l w e a l t h -
p r o d u c i n g r e s o u r c e s . 
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S t . John d e l i v e r e d e i g h t e e n h o m i l i e s on t h e F i r s t E p i s t l e 
o f S t . Paul t o Timothy, p r o b a b l y a t A n t i o c h b e f o r e he 
became b i s h o p . Passages A and B, however, r e p r e s e n t an 
excursus i n t o a c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f S t . Luke's Gospel 
c h a p t e r s i x t e e n , verses one t o n i n e , t h e p a r a b l e o f t h e 
U n j u s t Steward. S t . John Chrysostom asks why C h r i s t 
c a l l s r i c h e s t h e "mammon o f u n r i g h t e o u s n e s s " . How 
u n r i g h t e o u s i s w e a l t h , then? I s i t u n r i g h t e o u s o f i t s 
v e r y n a t u r e ? I t i s t h e c o n t e x t of t h i s q u e s t i o n t h a t S t . 
John Chrysostom r e v i e w s t h e o r i g i n o f w e a l t h , and draws 
t h e f o l l o w i n g c o n c l u s i o n . 
A. " T e l l me, t h e n , how d i d you become r i c h ? From whom 
d i d you r e c e i v e i t , and from whom he who t r a n s m i t t e d i t 
t o you? From h i s f a t h e r and h i s g r a n d f a t h e r . But can 
you, ascending t h r o u g h many g e n e r a t i o n s , show t h e 
a c q u i s i t i o n j u s t ? I t cannot be. The r o o t and o r i g i n o f 
i t must have been i n j u s t . Why? Because God i n t h e 
b e g i n n i n g d i d n o t make one man r i c h and another poor. 
Nor d i d He a f t e r w a r d s t a k e and show t o anyone t r e a s u r e s 
o f g o l d , and deny t o t h e o t h e r s t h e r i g h t o f s e a r c h i n g 
f o r i t : r a t h e r He l e f t t h e e a r t h f r e e t o a l l a l i k e . . . 
Why t h e n , i f i t i s common, have you so many acres o f 
l a n d , w h i l e your neighbour has not a p o r t i o n o f i t ...? 
But I w i l l n o t urge t h i s argument t o o c l o s e l y . L e t us 
g r a n t t h a t y our r i c h e s are j u s t l y gained, and not from 
r o b b e r y . For you are not r e s p o n s i b l e f o r t h e covetous 
a c t s o f y o u r f a t h e r ... o r g r a n t i n g t h a t he d i d not 
o b t a i n i t by r o b b e r y , t h a t h i s g o l d was c a s t up somewhere 
o u t o f t h e e a r t h ... 
What then? I s w e a l t h , t h e r e f o r e , good? By no means. A t 
t h e same t i m e i t i s not bad, you say, i f i t s possessor be 
n o t c o v e t o u s ; i t i s not bad, i f i t be d i s t r i b u t e d t o t h e 
poor; o t h e r w i s e , i t i s bad; i t i s e n s n a r i n g . "But i f he 
does no e v i l , though he does no good, i t i s not bad," you 
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argue. True. However, i s t h i s n o t an e v i l , t h a t you 
al o n e s h o u l d e n j o y what i s common? I s not ^the e a r t h 
God's and t h e f u l l n e s s t h e r e o f ? ' I f t h e n our possessions 
b e l o n g t o One Common L o r d , t h e y a l s o belong t o our 
f e l l ' o w - s e r v a n t s . The possessions o f One Lord are a l l 
common. '"-^ (Homilu 1 1 , 4- Oh t K e R r s t E p i s t L e of S t . P a u l t o 
T m o t k ^ j h P G ^ 5 6 2 - 5 6 3 . ) 
B. "Mark t h e wise d i s p e n s a t i o n o f God . . . He has made 
c e r t a i n t h i n g s common, as t h e sun, a i r , e a r t h , and wa t e r , 
t h e sky, t h e sea, t h e l i g h t , t h e s t a r s , whose b e n e f i t are 
disp e n s e d e q u a l l y t o a l l as b r e t h r e n . . . And mar k , t h a t 
c o n c e r n i n g t h i n g s t h a t remain common t h e r e i s no 
c o n t e n t i o n b u t a l l i s peaceable. But when one att e m p t s 
t o possess h i m s e l f o f a n y t h i n g , t o make i t h i s own, t h e n 
c o n t e n t i o n i s i n t r o d u c e d , as i f n a t u r e h e r s e l f were 
i n d i g n a n t . "'^(Honilu 11 on tke Rrst Epistle of S t . Paul t< 
I T m o t ^ ^ M P G - 62. • 5 6 3 - 5 6 H - . ) 
Roman law, which embodied t h e accepted p h i l o s o p h y o f 
ownership i n f o u r t h c e n t u r y A n t i o c h , p r o v i d e d f o r an 
a c t i o n c a l l e d v i n d i c a t i o . ^ ' Here t h e possessor o f a p i e c e 
o f p r o p e r t y v i n d i c a t e d , o r a s s e r t e d , h i s o r her r i g h t 
o v e r i t i n t h e f a c e o f t h e c l a i m o f someone e l s e , who 
c l a i m e d t o be t h e a c t u a l l a w f u l p r o p r i e t o r o f t h e same 
p i e c e o f p r o p e r t y . Possession i t s e l f was prima f a c i e 
p r o o f o f ownership: i t was t h e burden o f t h e non-
possessor, t h e n , t o prove ownership; and i f he o r she 
f a i l e d t o do so, t h e p r o p e r t y remained i n t h e possession 
o f t h e c u r r e n t possessor. 
I n t h e s e p a r t i c u l a r t e x t s , S t . John Chrysostom r e f u s e s t o 
r e c o g n i s e p o s s e s s i o n as any k i n d o f p r o o f o f ownership a t 
a l l . R ather, he would impose on t h e possessor t h e burden 
o f p r o v i n g t h a t t h e a c q u i s i t i o n o f t h e p r o p e r t y i n 
q u e s t i o n has been j u s t . I n o t h e r words, Chrysostom i s 
b o l d l y r e - e x a m i n i n g t h e p r e v a i l i n g concept o f p r o p e r t y by 
u s i n g an a l t o g e t h e r new approach - a m o r a l - t h e o l o g i c a l 
approach, as one might t e r m i t . The " r o o t and o r i g i n " o f 
c u r r e n t p r o p e r t y , S t . John Chrysostom contends, "must 
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have been i n j u s t i c e : " o t h e r w i s e how e x p l a i n i t s 
c o n c e n t r a t i o n i n t h e hands of a few, i n t h e face o f an 
o r i g i n a l D i v i n e d i s p o s i t i o n p l a c i n g a l l t h i n g s i n common 
ownership, so t h a t t h e r e c o u l d be n e i t h e r r i c h nor poor? 
L e g a l f a c t s , Chrysostom contends, come second. And i n 
t h i s i n s t a n c e , law merely l e g i t i m i z e s an u n j u s t s i t u a t i o n 
- a s i t u a t i o n w h i c h , i n h i s view, needed t o be changed. 
Unless t h e p r e s e n t p r o p e r t y - o w n e r s , t h e n , can show a 
p o s t e r i o r i t h a t t h e i r p r o p e r t y had been j u s t l y a c q u i r e d , 
S t . John Chrysostom w i l l contend a p r i o r i t h a t i t must 
have been u n j u s t l y a c q u i r e d somewhere i n t h e course o f 
t h e g e n e r a t i o n s . His s t u n n i n g l y simple a s s e r t i o n r e s t s 
on t h e f a c t t h a t " i n t h e b e g i n n i n g God d i d n o t make one 
man r i c h and ano t h e r poor." Thus, i n a s i t u a t i o n i n 
which so much w e a l t h l i e s i n t h e hands o f a few, w h i l e so 
many a r e i m p o v e r i s h e d , t h e burden o f p r o o f o f j u s t 
a c q u i s i t i o n l i e s w i t h t h e w e a l t h y . 
Chrysostom's i n d i c t m e n t w i l l n o t go beyond reason. He 
g r a n t s t h a t , a f t e r a l l , p r e s e n t owners may not be 
r e s p o n s i b l e f o r t h e covetous deeds o f t h e i r f o r e b e a r e r s . 
S t i l l , he emphasizes, t h e w e a l t h t h a t has accumulated i n 
t h e i r hands t h r o u g h o u t g e n e r a t i o n s o f u n j u s t p r a c t i c e s i s 
i n any case n o t t r u l y t h e i r s t o do w i t h as t h e y l i k e . 
R a ther t h e y s h o u l d open t h e i r eyes t o t h e f a c t t h a t "our 
posses s i o n s b e l o n g t o One Common Lord," and t h a t "they 
a l s o b e l o n g t o our f e l l o w - s e r v a n t s . The possessions o f 
One L o r d are a l l common." The w e a l t h o f c r e a t i o n i s not 
e v i l . W h a t ^ e v i l i s " t h a t you alone should e n j o y what i s 
common." 
Indeed, Chrysostom argues t h a t t h e equal r i g h t o f a l l t o 
t h e use o f t h e w e a l t h o f t h e e a r t h i s as c l e a r as t h e i r 
e q u a l r i g h t t o b r e a t h e t h e a i r - a r i g h t p r o c l a i m e d by 
t h e f a c t o f t h e i r e x i s t e n c e , and by t h e equal and 
e q u a l i z i n g g i f t o f t h e C r e a t o r - a r i g h t n a t u r a l and 
i n a l i e n a b l e , v e s t e d i n a l l persons as t h e y e n t e r t h e 
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w o r l d , and w h i c h , so l o n g as t h e y c o n t i n u e i n t h e w o r l d , 
can be l i m i t e d o n l y by t h e equal r i g h t s o f o t h e r s . No 
one o f us can r i g h t f u l l y make a g r a n t o f e x c l u s i v e and 
a b s o l u t e ownership i n l a n d o r o t h e r w e a l t h - p r o d u c i n g 
r e s o u r c e s , because no one o f us has made t h e e a r t h , t h a t 
we s h o u l d d e t e r m i n e t h e r i g h t s o f those who s h a l l have 
tenancy o f our c r e a t i o n a f t e r us. A l l are e q u a l l y 
" f e l l o w - s e r v a n t s " o f t h e One L o r d , whose possession a l l 
t h i n g s a r e , and who makes them a v a i l a b l e t o a l l . To 
r e c o g n i s e t h e r o b b e r y and i n j u s t i c e o f p a s t owners i s 
o n l y a f i r s t s t e p t h a t must l e a d t o r e c t i f i c a t i o n i n t h e 
p r e s e n t s o c i a l arrangement. I f r e s t i t u t i o n i s not made, 
t h e n i n d e e d , p r o p e r t y i s n o t h i n g b u t a c o n t i n u i n g and 
f r e s h r o b b e r y . 
I n passage B, Chrysostom i n v i t e s people t o l i f t t h e i r 
eyes t o t h e l a r g e r h o r i z o n : "Mark t h e wise d i s p e n s a t i o n 
o f God . . . He has made c e r t a i n t h i n g s common." S o c i a l 
j u s t i c e i s n a t u r a l j u s t i c e , he seems t o say, and 
c o n v e r s e l y , s o c i a l i n j u s t i c e i s a g a i n s t n a t u r e . When 
some a p p r o p r i a t e t o themselves e x c l u s i v e l y t h e t h i n g s , 
t h a t a r e g i v e n i n common, t h e n antagonism ensues, "as i f 
n a t u r e h e r s e l f were i n d i g n a n t . " 
Chrysostom has scant r e s p e c t f o r Roman l e g a l i z a t i o n o f 
ownership. To him, a b s o l u t e ownership i s meaningless, 
because God alone i s t r u e Owner. As he says i n another 
passage: 
C. "We have r e c e i v e d a l l t h i n g s from C h r i s t . Both 
e x i s t e n c e i t s e l f we have t h r o u g h Him, and l i f e , and 
b r e a t h , and l i g h t and a i r , and e a r t h ... W^e are 
s o j o u r n e r s and p i l g r i m s ' And a l l t h i s about ""mine' and 
^ t h i n e ' i s mere v e r b i a g e , and does not s t a n d f o r r e a l i t y . 
For i f you say t h e house i s y o u r s , i t i s a word w i t h o u t a 
r e a l i t y : s i n c e t h e v e r y a i r , e a r t h , m a t t e r , are t h e 
C r e a t o r ' s ; and so are you t o o y o u r s e l f who have framed 
i t ; and a l l o t h e r t h i n g s a l s o . "'KHomllu 1 0 , 5 on tl^e First Epistle 
t o t U Cor intUonS (MPG 6 1 . S5) 
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of S t . P c u l 
For Chrysostom, t h e n , e v e r y t h i n g i s , i n t h e most 
r e a l i s t i c sense, God's p r o p e r t y . Human arrangements o f 
ownership s h o u l d merely be a c t u a l i z i n g God's i n t e n t i o n t o 
p l a c e a l l m a t e r i a l goods a t t h e d i s p o s a l o f everyone. 
There s h o u l d be no l o n g e r any s t r i c t l y "mine" and 
" t h i n e , " because e v e r y t h i n g i s p r o f o u n d l y "ours" t o use. 
As S t . John Chrysostom has a l r e a d y s a i d , "When one 
a t t e m p t s t o possess o n e s e l f o f a n y t h i n g , t o make i t one's 
own, t h e n c o n t e n t i o n i s i n t r o d u c e d , as i f n a t u r e h e r s e l f 
were i n d i g n a n t . " Human ownership-arrangements should 
never be regarded as a b s o l u t e . T h i s would o n l y render 
them meaningless. Nor may t h e y be viewed as e x c l u s i v e . 
R a t h e r , t h e y would be seen as a way t o a t t a i n t h e purpose 
o f t h e w o r l d ' s w e a l t h , which Chrysostom sees as b e i n g 
e s s e n t i a l l y o r d a i n e d f o r t h e requirements o f a l l human 
k i n d . 
"We a r e s o j o u r n e r s and p i l g r i m s , " S t . John Chrysostom 
reminds us. We are b u t t e n a n t s f o r a day. As we t r a v e l 
t h r o u g h h i s t o r y i n a common p i l g r i m a g e , we s h a l l s u r e l y 
f i n d enough a l o n g t h e way f o r t h e requirements o f a l l -
i f o n l y we do n o t a l l o w some t o rob o t h e r s o f what 
belongs t o a l l . A new consciousness o f r e a l i t y must 
supersede t h e s o c i a l l y and l e g a l l y accepted n o t i o n o f 
ownership, which merely l e g i t i m i z e s and p e r p e t u a t e s 
r o b b e r y by a few, r e s u l t i n g i n t h e d e g r a d a t i o n o f many. 
( v i ) Where I s The God-Given Dignity Of A l l , When The Poor 
Rank Beneath The Dogs Of The Rich? 
I n t h e l a s t y e ar o f h i s e p i s c o p a l t e n u r e a t 
C o n s t a n t i n o p l e , S t . John Chrysostom d e l i v e r e d t h i r t y f o u r 
h o m i l i e s on t h e E p i s t l e t o t h e Hebrews. The f o l l o w i n g 
passage, f r o m one o f these h o m i l i e s , i s a d i g r e s s i o n on 
Psalm ^ o r t y one, ve r s e 1: "Happy i s he who has r e g a r d f o r 
t h e l o w l y and t h e poor." 
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A. "When you see a poor man, do not h u r r y by, b u t 
i m m e d i a t e l y r e f l e c t what you would have been, had you 
been he ... R e f l e c t t h a t he i s a freeman l i k e y o u r s e l f , 
and shares t h e same noble b i r t h w i t h you, and possesses 
a l l t h i n g s i n common w i t h you; and y e t , o f t e n t i m e s , he i s 
n o t on a l e v e l w i t h your dogs. On t h e c o n t r a r y , w h i l e 
t h e y a r e s a t i a t e d , he o f t e n t i m e s sleeps hungry ... But 
you say t h a t dogs p e r f o r m n e e d f u l s e r v i c e s f o r you? What 
ar e these? Do t h e y serve you w e l l ? Suppose the n I show 
t h a t t h i s poor one t o o performs n e e d f u l s e r v i c e s f o r you, 
f a r g r e a t e r t h a n y our dogs do. For he w i l l s t a n d by you 
i n t h e Day o f Judgement, and w i l l d e l i v e r you from t h e 
B. "Do you g i v e t o t h e poor? What you g i v e i s not yours 
b u t y o u r Master's, common t o you and your f o l l o w -
s e r v a n t s . For which cause you ought e s p e c i a l l y t o be 
humbled, i n t h e c a l a m i t i e s o f those who are your k i n d r e d 
. . . And a f t e r a l l , what i s wealth? A^ v a i n shadow, a 
d i s s o l v i n g smoke, a f l o w e r o f t h e g r a s s , ' o r r a t h e r 
something meaner t h a n a f l o w e r . "^ ° (Homiiu 33i3 o« tke GospeL of 
St.IoU, MPG 51 -.I'M) ^ ' 
C. "Let us s e t t o work a l l t h e d i f f e r e n t k i n d s of alms-
g i v i n g . Can you do alms by money? Be not s l a c k . Can 
you by good o f f i c e ? Say n o t , because I have no money, 
t h i s i s n o t h i n g . T h i s i s a v e r y g r e a t p o i n t : Look upon 
i t as i f you had g i v e n g o l d . Can you do i t by k i n d 
a t t e n t i o n ? Do t h i s a l s o . For i n s t a n c e , i f you be a 
p h y s i c i a n , g i v e y our s k i l l : f o r t h i s i s a l s o a g r e a t 
m a t t e r . Can you by counsel? T h i s s e r v i c e i s much 
g r e a t e r t h a n a l l . " ^ ' (HO^'JIM C l 5 j H" orx tWt A c t s of t k e A p o s t l e s , 
M P G - 60:n6 ) 
I n t h e s e passages one sees t h e b a s i c u n d e r p i n n i n g o f 
Chrysostom's s o c i a l p h i l o s o p h y : God-given human d i g n i t y . 
Chrysostom e m p h a t i c a l l y p o s i t s b o t h t h e d i g n i t y of t h e 
i n d i v i d u a l and t h a t o f t h e human species as a whole. 
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Every human person "shares t h e same noble b i r t h . " Hence, 
a l s o , a l l humanity possesses a l l t h i n g s i n common. 
But t h e a c c u m u l a t i o n o f w e a l t h by t h e p r o p e r t i e d few has 
wounded human d i g n i t y . The poor are poor because t h e y 
have been oppressed and d e p r i v e d o f common resou r c e s . 
The c o n c e n t r a t i o n o f w e a l t h i n t h e hands o f a few has 
a f f l i c t e d them. They l i v e i n a permanent s t a t e o f 
a n x i e t y , w i t h o u t t h e re q u i r e m e n t s f o r decent human l i f e -
"not even on t h e l e v e l o f t h e dogs" o f t h e r i c h . A l l 
s u f f e r , i n c l u d i n g t h e w e a l t h y . For t h e r e i s no escape 
f r o m "The Day o f Judgement." And w e a l t h , i n t h e end, no 
m a t t e r how huge t h e a c c u m i j l a t i o n , i s n o t h i n g b u t "a v a i n 
shadow, a d i s s o l v i n g smoke." 
However, S t . John Chrysostom notes o p t i m i s t i c a l l y , t h i s 
d e g r a d a t i o n , t h i s u n j u s t s t a t e o f a f f a i r s , can be 
remedied - by our common awakening t o t h e r e a l i t y o f 
human d i g n i t y , which awakening must n e c e s s a r i l y l e a d t o 
a c t s o f s h a r i n g . "Let us s e t t o work a l l t h e d i f f e r e n t 
k i n d s o f a l m s - g i v i n g . " The w e a l t h accumulated i n t h e 
hands o f t h e r i c h must be shared, f o r "what you g i v e i s 
n o t y o u r " a f t e r a l l , b u t must be r e t u r n e d , t o meet t h e 
r e q u i r e m e n t s o f t h e d i g n i t y o f a l l . And t h i s s h a r i n g i s 
t o be n o t o n l y o f money o r g o l d , b u t o f s k i l l s , t i m e , 
t a l e n t , and c o u n s e l , i n human s o l i d a r i t y - i n one f a m i l y 
under God. Thus we s h a l l have r e s p i t e from our a n x i e t y 
t o l o r d i t over one an o t h e r , f o r we have One Lord Alone, 
who has g i v e n us e v e r y t h i n g on common f o r t h e r e a l i z a t i o n 
o f t h e d i g n i t y o f a l l . We s h a l l a l l be s h a r i n g , j u s t as 
t h e L o r d H i m s e l f has shared. 
I n summing up, c o n c e r n i n g t h e m a t t e r o f p r i v a t e w e a l t h , 
Chrysostom speaks, as we have seen, most c o m p e l l i n g l y o f 
t h e need t o e l i m i n a t e o p p r e s s i o n and p o v e r t y , and t o 
b u i l d a more j u s t , more humane s o c i a l o r d e r . Throughout 
our s e l e c t i o n o f passages, t h e T h e i s t i c F a c t o r i s 
dominant. John Chrysostom looked a t t h e p r e v a i l i n g 
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s o c i a l o r d e r and saw t h a t i t d i d not s e r i o u s l y , 
p r a c t i c a l l y r e c o g n i s e t h e C r e a t o r as t h e Abs o l u t e Owner 
o f a l l t h i n g s . So S t . John went "back t o b a s i c s " and 
emphasized t h a t a l l w e a l t h , p r i m a r i l y and e s s e n t i a l l y , 
b e longs t o God, t h e One L o r d . That God, f o r Chrysostom, 
i s L o r d i n t h e sense o f "owner" i s shown by h i s use o f 
t h e word ^Despotes' f o r God. (^Despoteia,' we r e c a l l , i s 
h i s word f o r "dominion," "ownership.") 
Second, Chrysostom emphasizes t h e s o l i d a r i t y o f 
humankind. We a l l have t h e same d e s t i n y , we are a l l 
" s o j o u r n e r s and p i l g r i m s " t o g e t h e r . F u r t h e r : we are a l l 
t h e ^ s u n d o u l o i , ' f e l l o w s e r v a n t s , o f t h e One, t r u e L o r d , 
c a l l e d t o a common d e s t i n y , we may not be a l l o w e d t o l o r d 
i t o ver one a n o t h e r , b u t must r a t h e r a s s i s t one another 
a l o n g t h e way o f t h i s common p i l g r i m a g e . Human 
ownership, t h e n , human l o r d s h i p over m a t e r i a l goods, i s 
b u t a means t o e n s u r i n g t h e a v a i l a b i l i t y o f these goods 
f o r a l l our c o - p i l g r i m s . We cannot s t a y , we have t o move 
on. We s h o u l d n o t hoard, t h e n , b u t share. 
F i n a l l y , Chrysostom i n v e s t s h i s r e f l e c t i o n s on p r o p e r t y 
w i t h a C h r i s t i a n p e r s o n a l i s t t o n e . He r e s t o r e s t h e 
phenomenon o f ownership t o t h e u n i v e r s e o f p e r s o n - t o -
person r e l a t i o n s h i p s . The p r e v a i l i n g view o f t h e r i g h t 
t o ownership conceived t h a t r i g h t s i m p l y as a l e g a l i z e d 
r e l a t i o n s h i p o f e x c l u s i o n , a r e l a t i o n s h i p whereby an 
owner e x c l u d e d o t h e r s from access t o h i s o r her 
po s s e s s i o n s . Thus t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f ownership was a 
n e g a t i v e one and one f i x e d i n a w o r l d o f " i t " - a w o r l d 
t h a t i g n o r e d t h e e t h i c a l l y n e g a t i v e consequences o f t h i s 
r e l a t i o n s h i p f o r t h e d i g n i t y o f t h e human person. I n 
o t h e r words, t h e Roman law n o t i o n o f ownership p r e c i s e l y 
promoted t h e wounding o f o t h e r , genuine, human 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s by l e g i t i m i z i n g t h e r o b b e r y , s p o l i a t i o n , 
and o p p r e s s i o n t h a t made so many people poor and 
dependent and k e p t them i n a s t a t e o f c o n t i n u e d a n x i e t y 
and resentment. 
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The n o t i o n o f ownership as "mine" and "not mine," 
Chrysostom h e l d , was meaningless. To him, t h e n o t i o n o f 
an a b s o l u t e and e x c l u s i v e r i g h t o f ownership was a 
c a r i c a t u r e o f i t s t r u e n a t u r e , which was e s s e n t i a l l y t h a t 
o f a means s e r v i n g t o deepen genuine human r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
among f e l l o w p i l g r i m s and f e l l o w s e r v a n t s o f t h e same 
L o r d . Chrysostom conceived t h e n a t u r e o f ownership 
e s s e n t i a l l y as t h a t o f a dynamic f u n c t i o n o f s h a r i n g t h e 
w o r l d ' s w e a l t h t o meet t h e requ i r e m e n t s o f a l i f e o f 
d i g n i t y f o r a l l . 
THE STEWARDSHIP OF THE POOR AND THE PROPER USE OF WEALTH: 
ALMS-GIVING 
Chrysostom argued t h a t some w e a l t h i s g i v e n by God t o 
r i c h p e o p l e , who i n t u r n a re t o a c t as God's stewards. 
A l l t h e o t h e r people are s i m p l y a l l o w e d by God t o g a i n 
w e a l t h , e s p e c i a l l y when i t i s gat h e r e d t h r o u g h u n j u s t 
means. Chrysostom says i n Homily LXXV on S t . Matthew's 
Gospel: 
"Whence t h e n i s such a one r i c h ? I w i l l say now; many 
a c q u i r e w e a l t h , by God's g i f t ; and many by His 
p e r m i s s i o n . For t h i s i s t h e s h o r t and simple account."^^ 
Riches used i n t h e s e r v i c e o f o t h e r people are much more 
l i k e l y t o be c o n s i d e r e d g i f t s from God w h i l e w e a l t h t h a t 
i s i l l - g o t t e n o r s e l f i s h l y spent i s u s u a l l y t h o u g h t t o be 
p e r m i t t e d by God r a t h e r t h a n s p e c i a l l y p r o v i d e d . 
Chrysostom f u r t h e r demonstrates t h i s i d e a : 
"What then? I t i s s a i d , d o t h He make t h e whoremongers t o 
be r i c h , and t h e a d u l t e r e r s , and him t h a t made a bad use 
o f h i s poss e s s i o n s . He does n o t make them b u t p e r m i t s 
them t o be r i c h ; and g r e a t i s t h e d i f f e r e n c e , and q u i t e 
i n f i n i t e between making and p e r m i t t i n g . " ^ ^ 
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Chrysostom draws t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n p o s s i b l y t o r e f r a i n 
f r o m a t t r i b u t i n g t h e e v i l s t h a t accompany misused w e a l t h 
t o t h e work o f God. However, sometimes Chrysostom b l u r s 
t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between w e a l t h as p e r m i t t e d or g i f t . He 
says, "God honoured thee w i t h a g i f t , why d i s g r a c e 
t h y s e l f w i t h t h e excess t h e r e o f ?"^ ^ T h i s statement, made 
w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o people l i v i n g l u x u r i o u s l y , suggests 
s t r o n g l y (as mentioned i n t h e p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n ) t h a t 
Chrysostom viewed a l l w e a l t h as coming from God, whether 
by g i f t o r p e r m i s s i o n . On t h e b a s i s o f t h i s b e l i e f , he 
i s a b l e t o t a l k about t h e w e a l t h y as God's stewards. 
I n Chrysostom's second sermon on S t . Luke's account o f 
t h e R i c h Man and Lazarus, he d e c l a r e s , "The r i c h man i s a 
k i n d o f steward o f t h e money which i s owned f o r 
d i s t r i b u t i o n t o t h e poor."^^ Chrysostom goes on t o a p p l y 
t h i s t o h i s h e a r e r s , "For you have o b t a i n e d more t h a n 
o t h e r s have, and you have r e c e i v e d i t , n o t t o spend i t 
f o r y o u r s e l f b u t t o become a good steward f o r o t h e r s as 
w e l l . " ^ ' Here Chrysostom r e f e r s t o t h e w e a l t h y as 
stewards o f God's g i f t t o o t h e r s , namely t h e poor and 
a f f l i c t e d . L a t e r i n t h e same sermon, he leaves no doubt 
as t o t h e meaning when he says, "We do not possess our 
own w e a l t h , b u t t h e i r s ( t h e p o o r ' s ) . " ^ ' Again, Chrysostom 
says i n h i s h o m i l i e s on S t . Matthew's Gospel: 
"And l e t us a l s o t h a t have money l i s t e n t o these 
t h i n g s . For n o t u n t o t e a c h e r s o n l y d o t h he 
d i s c o u r s e , b u t a l s o u n t o t h e r i c h . For e i t h e r s o r t 
were e n t r u s t e d w i t h r i c h e s . "^ ^ 
I n t e r e s t i n g l y G. Uhlhorn^' says, as a comparison, t h a t t h e 
F a t h e r s i n g e n e r a l see t h e r i g h t use o f w e a l t h i n g i v i n g 
i t away. I t s use f o r our own necessities i s indeed 
conceded, and even t h e adornments and enjoyments o f l i f e 
p e r m i t t e d , b u t s t i l l t h e se are a l r e a d y under a c l o u d . 
They ar e n o t e x a c t l y s i n s , b u t t h e y are weaknesses. The 
C h r i s t i a n must o n l y use h i s p r o p e r t y f o r h i m s e l f , 
SO as t h e n e c e s s i t i e s o f l i f e r e q u i r e . 
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I t i s q u i t e common to meet with the maxim, that a l l that 
a man possesses beyond what i s necessary, belongs to the 
poor, and ought to be given away. S t . Augustine^° says: 
" A l l t h a t God has given us beyond what i s necessary. He 
has not properly speaking given to us. He has but 
e n t r u s t e d i t to us, t h a t i t may by our means come i n t o 
the hands of the poor. To r e t a i n i t i s to take 
p o s s e s s i o n of what belongs to others." "Of what God has 
given you, take before-hand what you need. The r e s t , 
which i s the superfluous f o r you, i s necessary f o r 
the poor." "Let not what remains a f t e r moderate food and 
modest c l o t h i n g are provided f o r , be r e t a i n e d for luxury, 
but l a i d up, by means of alms d i s t r i b u t e d to the poor, 
among Heavenly t r e a s u r e s . " One can see here a very c l o s e 
s i m i l a r i t y with Chrysostom's w r i t i n g s . And to give 
another example, Jerome^^ quite s i m i l a r l y says: "We are 
debtors to the poor of a l l t h a t exceeds necessary food 
and raiment." As a S c r i p t u r a l proof S t . Luke chapter 
eleven, v e r s e f o r t y two was now adduced, according to the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , "What i s superfluous, give as alms.""*^ 
Thus the r i g h t s of wealth were l i m i t e d to the necessary, 
the superfluous i s not the property of him who possesses 
i t , but of the poor. This idea can a l s o be seen i n 
another Father of the Church: "Thou dost not give to the 
poor what i s t h i n e own, thou r e s t o r e s t to him what i s 
h i s . The e a r t h belongs to a l l , not to the r i c h only. 
Thou a r t there f o r paying thy debt, and g i v e s t him only 
what thou owest him," says S t . Ambrose." Chrysostom^* 
s a y s : "The poor beg for t h e i r own, not t h i n e . " The r i c h 
man i s t r u l y a debtor; he i s only doing h i s duty, when he 
does not use h i s r i c h e s f o r himself, but shares them with 
the poor. But he i s God's debtor, and h i s alms have a 
moral worth, j u s t when i t i s f o r God's sake, that he 
g i v e s to the poor what i s r e a l l y God's own. G. Uhlhorn^^ 
says t h a t to d i v i d e property i n t o the necessary and the 
superfluous, and to l i m i t the r i g h t s of property to the 
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former/ and consequently to r e s t r i c t the duty of alms-
g i v i n g to the l a t t e r , i s to make a f a l s e d i s t i n c t i o n and 
one r e a l l y impossible to c a r r y out. The C h r i s t i a n i s i n 
the f u l l e s t sense the possessor of a l l that God has given 
him, but a l s o on the other hand bound, when need 
r e q u i r e s , to give away a l l . 
As mentioned i n the previous s e c t i o n , Chrysostom^* agreed 
with S t . Clement of Alexandria before him the goodness of 
a l l c r e a t i o n . Absolute wealth, r i c h e s or m a t e r i a l goods 
are i n themselves good. "Every c r e a t u r e of God," he 
says , " i s good." They are g i f t s of God. However while 
Chrysostom considered absolute wealth good i n i t s e l f , 
good as a l l of God's c r e a t i o n i s good^ l i e denounced, i n 
the h a r s h e s t terms, the phenomenon of r e l a t i v e wealth: 
t h a t i s , he denounced the appropriated wealth that 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d humanity i n t o r i c h and poor. He could 
t h i n k of the rich-poor cleavage only i n terms of a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between e x p l o i t e r s and exploited, 
e x p r o p r i a t o r s and dispossessed. 
^ " T e l l me, then," John Chrysostom asks the wealthy, 
"how d i d you become r i c h ? " From whom did you 
r e c e i v e [ t h a t l a r g e e s t a t e ] , and from whom [did he 
r e c e i v e i t ] who transmitted i t to you? . . . The 
root and o r i g i n of i t must have been i n j u s t i c e . 
Why? Because God i n the beginning did not make one 
man r i c h and another poor . . . He l e f t the earth 
f r e e to a l l a l i k e . Why, then, i f i t i s common, have 
you so many acres of land, while your neighbour has 
not a portion of i t ? . . . I s t h i s not an e v i l , t h a t 
you alone should enjoy what i s common?'^' 
Chrysostom was u n w i l l i n g to blame contemporary owners fo r 
the t h e f t s of t h e i r forebears. Nonetheless he denounced 
them f o r continuing the a c t of robbery i n the present: " I 
do not ask you m e r c i f u l l y to render from what you have 
plundered, but to a b s t a i n from fraud ... For unless you 
d e s i s t from your robbery, you are not a c t u a l l y g i ving 
alms. Even though you should give ever so much money to 
the needy, i f you do not d e s i s t from your fraud and 
robbery you s h a l l be numbered by God among the 
murderers."*^ 
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These words are strong, and C. Avila"*' says that they did 
not make Chrysostom popular with large landowners. S t i l l 
he kept on: "This i s robbery: not to share one's 
r e s o u r c e s . Perhaps what I am saying astonishes you . . . 
Not only to rob ot h e r s ' property, but a l s o not to share 
your own with others, i s robbery and greediness and t h e f t 
. . . The r i c h . . . are i n possession of the property 
of the poor, even i f i t i s a patrimony they have 
r e c e i v e d , even i f they have gathered t h e i r money 
elsewhere. "^ ° 
I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t S t . Ambrose, too s t r e s s e d the 
c a u s a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between wealth and poverty. "Do 
spacious h a l l s e x a l t you? They should r a t h e r s t i n g you 
with remorse, t h e r e f o r e , while they hold crowds, they 
exclude the c r y of the poor . . . You cover your w a l l s , 
you s t r i p men naked . . . A man asks you for bread, and 
your horse champs gold under h i s t e e t h . . . the people 
are s t a r v i n g , and you c l o s e your barns; the people weep 
b i t t e r l y , and you toy with your jeweled ring."^^ Because 
the few r i c h have kept t h e i r wealth i n s t e a d of 
r e d i s t r i b u t i n g i t , the poor, whose deprivation i s the 
cause of t h i s wealth, have remained poor and miserable. 
S t . B a s i l takes the same p o s i t i o n : 
"Do you think t h a t you who have taken everything 
i n t o the unlimited compass of your a v a r i c e , thereby 
d e p r i v i n g so many others, have done i n j u r y to no 
one? Who i s a v a r i c i o u s ? One who i s not content 
with those things which are s u f f i c i e n t . . . Are you 
not a robber? You who make your own the things 
which you have r e c e i v e d to d i s t r i b u t e ? . . . That 
bread which you keep, belongs to the hungry; t h a t 
coat which you preserve i n your wardrobe, to the 
naked; . . . th a t gold which you have hidden i n the 
ground, to the needy."" 
Chrysostom, Ambrose and B a s i l here note the purely 
f a c t u a l - l e g a l approach of ownership to r e j e c t i t , because 
they f i n d i t inadequate f o r purposes of changing the 
u n j u s t r e a l i t y of so much poverty caused by the 
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accumulation of so much wealth i n the hands of so few. 
One can see a f u r t h e r c l o s e s i m i l a r i t y with Chrysostom 
(and the other F a t h e r s mentioned) i n S t . Augustine: "Do 
we not prove t h a t those who seem to r e j o i c e i n l a w f u l l y 
acquired gains, and do not know how to use them, are 
r e a l l y i n possession of others' property? . . . He who 
uses h i s wealth badly possesses i t wrongfully, and 
wrongful possession means th a t i t i s another's property . 
. . You see, then, how many there are who ought to make 
r e s t i t u t i o n of another's goods."^^ These may s t i l l be 
owners from a l e g a l point of view, but i n r e a l i t y they 
are t h i e v e s . "You have r e c e i v e d food, and necessary 
covering. ( I say necessary not u s e l e s s , not 
s u p e r f l u o u s ) . Why do you take more than your r i c h e s ? 
T e l l me! Surely a l l your possessions are superfluous. 
The superfluous things you have may be the n e c e s s i t i e s of 
the poor."^^ 
Thus the Fathers here refused to see wealth and poverty 
s e p a r a t e l y . They saw them as a unity of opposites, i n 
c a u s a l r e l a t i o n s h i p . The many are poor because a few 
have succeeded i n depriving them: the surplus wealth of 
the r i c h should be given as the n e c e s s i t i e s for the poor. 
I t has been argued t h a t a widespread b e l i e f i n the 
r e a l i t y of " f a t e " has helped to separate wealth and 
poverty i n so many minds over so many c e n t u r i e s . 
B e l i e v i n g t h a t r i c h e s were a g i f t of destiny, both r i c h 
and poor could i n t e l l e c t u a l l y accept the s t a t u s quo - the 
u n j u s t s t r u c t u r e s which they had i n h e r i t e d and which were 
maintained and l e g i t i m i z e d by the Roman law concept of 
ownership. P a t r i s t i c thought, however, ignored mere 
l e g a l i t y . I t was making a moral judgement and proposing 
a new way of looking at things as they were, from the 
point of view of things as they ought to be. 
The f o l l o w i n g t e x t s from Chrysostom i l l u s t r a t e t h i s idea 
f u r t h e r : 
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A. "Even though you are r i c h , i f you spend more than you 
need to, you s h a l l have to render an account of the money 
ent r u s t e d to you . . . You have r e c e i v e d more than 
others not t h a t you may use i t for y o u r s e l f alone, but 
t h a t you may be a good steward for those others. "^ ^ (OM tlie 
R.-cl^  Man and L a w u s 2 j 5 ^ MP& 4-S : "^88 ) 
B. "The S c r i p t u r e s are f u l l of warnings: today a r i c h 
man, tomorrow a pauper. For that reason I have often 
laughed while reading documents that say: That one has 
the ownership of f i e l d s and house, but another has i t s 
use. For a l l of us have the use, and no one has the 
ownership . . . Having r e c e i v e d only i t s use, we pass to 
the next l i f e b e r e f t of i t s ownership. "^ « (To tKe Popalotion o f 
Antioch - i j o ^ n r & T n ' . T ^ ^ 
C. ^But perhaps someone may say, "Why then has he given 
to me, a r i c h person, and not a l s o to the poor person?" 
... He has not w i l l e d your r i c h e s to be unproductive, nor 
the other's property to be without i t s reward. He has 
given to you, r i c h person, that you be r i c h i n alms-
g i v i n g , and make d i s t r i b u t i o n i n justice."^^^ COr\ ^nonce "7 "7 
MPG- ^*\:336 ) ^ ^ 
p. "We do a l l things ignoring the f a c t t h at we s h a l l have 
to give account of everything that goes beyond our use, 
f o r we thus misuse the g i f t s of God. For He has not 
given us these things that we alone may use them, but 
t h a t we may a l l e v i a t e the need of our fellow human 
beings. "^ ^ ^HoKviltij 31,5 on Genesis » MPG- 53:3^2) 
E. "But i f you are r i c h , r e f l e c t t h a t you s h a l l be giv i n g 
an account ... and not only of your expenditure, but a l s o 
of how you acquired you property: whether you gathered 
money by j u s t labour, or by robbery and a v a r i c e ; whether 
i t was an i n h e r i t a n c e from your f a t h e r , or the r e s u l t of 
your e x p l o i t i n g orphans when you e j e c t e d them from t h e i r 
homes, or by robbing widows."" (])e 3)ece*vi h.'llium l^leKtoruw 
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Chrysostom repeatedly i m p l i e s that to be the owner of 
m a t e r i a l goods does not mean to have the u n r e s t r i c t e d 
r i g h t of c o n t r o l over these goods - contrary to what 
p r e v a i l i n g Roman law p r e s c r i b e d and s o c i e t y accepted. 
F i r s t , a l l of us must sooner or l a t e r part with a l l the 
thi n g s we use. Therefore no one can ever have absolute 
c o n t r o l over property. Second, whatever property one may 
have remains a g i f t from God and does not cease to belong 
to the Absolute Lord. One w i l l have to give an account 
of whatever one has r e c e i v e d . "He has given to you, r i c h 
person, t h a t you may be r i c h i n alms-giving, and make 
d i s t r i b u t i o n i n j u s t i c e . " Wealth accumulated i n the 
hands of a few i s the opportunity for these wealthy few 
to r e c t i f y the i n j u s t i c e t h a t has made such accumulation 
p o s s i b l e i n the f i r s t p l a c e . The c o n t r o l over property 
which ownership brings i s e s s e n t i a l l y r e l a t e d to t h i s 
purpose of achieving s o c i a l j u s t i c e . 
Passage B r e g i s t e r s Chrysostom's amusement with the l e g a l 
f i c t i o n of ownership. Documents of ownership are 
meaningless to him because of h i s moral-theological 
approach to the concept of ownership. Legal papers 
cannot v o i d the e t h i c s of ownership, nor therefore i t s 
essence. I f the owner of a house or f i e l d s has ceased to 
have need of the use of such property, then h i s or her 
a c t u a l ownership, r e g a r d l e s s of what the law may say, has 
ceased - again, because of the e t h i c a l and t h e o l o g i c a l 
determinant of what possession i s i n a c t u a l f a c t . 
^Despoteia,' ^ c h r e s i s , ' or use, of the property 
concerned. 
I n passage E, John adds t h a t the account every owner 
w i l l one day have to render to the Absolute Owner w i l l 
i n c l u d e not only an account of the d i s p o s i t i o n made of 
tut one or the acauifition of tKot propertu h i s or her property^^ as w e l l . I t i s not enough to 
recognise t h a t the r i g h t of ownership im p l i e s the duty of 
sh a r i n g one's superfluous goods with the needy, i f one 
came to one's " r i g h t " by e x p l o i t i n g others. I n t h i s 
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c a s e , ownership becomes doubly u n j u s t : i n i t s e l f , and by 
reason of the u n j u s t manner of i t s a c q u i s i t i o n . 
F. " I do not ask you m e r c i f u l l y to render from what you 
have plundered, but to a b s t a i n from fraud . . . For, 
u n l e s s you d e s i s t from your robbery, you are a c t u a l l y 
g i v i n g alms. Even though you should give ever so much 
money to the needy, i f you do not d e s i s t from your fraud 
and robbery you s h a l l be numbered by God among the 
murderers."" (De Verbis Apostoli , "Hakentem Eumolem S p i r i t u m . 3,111 
D i s t r i b u t i o n of wealth i n an ongoing context of 
oppression i s but the height of se l f - d e c e p t i o n and 
hypocrisy. The many are poor because they have been 
oppressed by the r i c h few. I f the h e i r s of the l a t t e r 
wish to r e c t i f y s o c i a l i n j u s t i c e , as of course they 
should, i t i s not enough to appear c h a r i t a b l e or m e r c i f u l 
by token, or even s u b s t a n t i a l , alms-giving. What i s 
e s s e n t i a l i s to " d e s i s t from your robbery," to d e s i s t 
from a continuation of the concentration of your wealth, 
which debases the poor and renders them dependent. To 
r e f u s e to undertake t h i s task i s tantamount to the murder 
of those whom you deprive of a worthy human l i f e . 
S t . John Chrysostom and other Fathers never discussed a 
s o - c a l l e d " j u s t compensation" to expropriated landlords. 
There i s nothing to be "compensated". I t was a matter of 
simple j u s t i c e . He says: "Do you give to the poor? What 
you give i s not yours, but your Master's common to you 
and your f e l l o w - s e r v a n t s , " " St Ambrose of Milan 
concurred: "Not from your own do you bestow upon the poor 
man but you make r e t u r n from what i s h i s . For what has 
been given as common for the use of a l l , you appropriate 
to y o u r s e l f alone. The earth belongs to a l l , not to the 
r i c h . . . Therefore you are paying a debt."" Whatever 
form i t t a k e s , t h i s r e s t i t u t i o n i s a demand of j u s t i c e , 
"because the g i v e r knows that God has given a l l things to 
a l l i n common . . . They are j u s t , t h e r e f o r e , who do not 
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r e t a i n anything f o r themselves alone, knowing that 
everything was given f o r a l l . " ^ ^ 
A l s o S t . Augustine says: "God gives the world to the poor 
as w e l l as to the r i c h . . . who o f f e r something to the 
poor should not t h i n k that they are doing so from what i s 
t h e i r own."" 
L e g a l i t y i s not the question. J u s t i c e i s the question. 
Chrysostom and these other Fathers are i n agreement that 
t h e r e could be no j u s t i c e i n the matter of p r i v a t e 
property u n l e s s the expropriating r i c h were to r e s t o r e to 
the poor the common goods which they had s t o l e n from 
them. 
Chrysostom makes h i s strongest statement concerning 
stewardship of wealth i n h i s homilies on S t . Matthew's 
Gospel when he says, "For thou a r t steward of thine own 
p o s s e s s i o n s , not l e s s than he who dispenses the alms of 
the Church." He goes on to say, "For even though thou 
hast r e c e i v e d an i n h e r i t a n c e from thy f a t h e r , and hast i n 
t h i s way a l l thou p o s s e s s e s t : even thus a l l are God's."*^ 
Therefore, from these statements Chrysostom makes c l e a r 
h i s contention t h a t the wealthy do not have possessions 
f o r t h e i r own sakes but f o r the sakes of the poor. 
Since wealth has i t s o r i g i n s e i t h e r as a g i f t from God or 
i s a t l e a s t permitted by Him and i s intended to be used 
f o r the b e n e f i t of others, Chrysostom i s able to describe 
wealth as not being i n t r i n s i c a l l y e v i l . He says: 
"Wealth w i l l be good for i t s possessor i f he does 
not spend i t only on luxury, or on strong drink and 
harmful p l e a s u r e s ; i f he enjoys luxury i n moderation 
and d i s t r i b u t e s the r e s t to the stomachs of the 
poor, then wealth i s a good t h i n g . " " 
He r e i n f o r c e s t h i s idea i n Homily 20 on S t . John's 
Gospel: 
" I blame not those who have houses, and lands, and 
wealth, and servants, but with them to possess these 
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things i n a safe and becoming way. And what i s ^a 
s a f e and becoming way?' As masters, not as s l a v e s ; 
so t h a t they r u l e them, be not rulecl by them; that 
they use, not abuse them."*'' 
When wealth i s c o n t r o l l e d by the person, then i t serves a 
blameless or even a good purpose. However, there i s a 
constant danger t h a t the wealth w i l l become the master 
over the person causing him or her to d e s i r e greater 
r i c h e s . Chrysostom says t h a t when t h i s happens wealth 
begins to take on e v i l ways: 
"And t r u l y a b i t t e r e r t h i ng than any tyranny i s the 
d e s i r e of r i c h e s ; f o r i t brings not pleasure, but 
c a r e s , and envyings, and p l o t t i n g s , and hatred, and 
f a l s e a c c u s a t i o n s , and ten thousand impediments to 
v i r t u e , indolence, wantonness, greediness, 
drunkenness, which make even freemen s l a v e s , nay 
worse than s l a v e s bought with money, s l a v e s not to 
men, but even to the most grievous of the passions, 
and maladies of the soul."*® 
Wealth often takes c o n t r o l when hoarded or "buried" as 
Chrysostom suggests: " Riches are c a l l e d ^usables,' that 
we may*use'them r i g h t l y , and not keep and bury them; for 
t h i s i s not to posses them^but to be possessed by them."*' 
Thus r i c h e s often provide the motivation f o r people to 
f o l l o w t h e i r own s i n f u l d e s i r e s . 
C. Avila'° says t h a t Chrysostom (among other Fathers) "had 
seen t h a t , with each expropriation of nature's bounty and 
the f r u i t s of worker's labour, owners had gradually 
accumulated wealth and i n c r e a s e d t h e i r dominion to a 
point where t h a t wealth and that dominion enslaved 
workers and owners a l i k e . 
For the l a t t e r had 
become s l a v e s of what they owned and of the d r i v e to own 
more and more. Sur e l y t h i s could not be the r i g h t order 
of t h i n g s . " 
C. A v i l a quotes Chrysostom to back up the above 
a s s e r t i o n : "Money i s c a l l e d ^chremata'(from*chraomai, " I 
use") so t h a t we may use i t , and not t h a t i t may use us. 
Therefore possessions are so c a l l e d t h a t we may possess 
them, and not they possesses us. Why do you i n v e r t the 
order.?"'^ One can see here a d i s t i n c t s i m i l a r i t y between 
t h i s l a t t e r quote and the former quote from John 
Chrysostom's Homily LXXX on S t . John's Gospel. One can 
a l s o see a f u r t h e r s i m i l a r i t y i n S t . Augustine of Hippo, 
who h e l d t h a t the owner of money and property f a l l s i n 
love with them, and becomes so enmeshed i n them as 
a c t u a l l y to become s u b j e c t to them, when of course they 
ought to be s u b j e c t to him or h e r . " 
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The f i r s t power t h a t owners ought to have over t h e i r 
p o s s e s s i o n s i s the c a p a c i t y to part with them v o l u n t a r i l y 
- the power to share: to be a steward of the poor. But 
owners have l o s t t h i s power. Chrysostom says: "the 
covetous man i s a keeper, not a master of wealth; a 
s l a v e , not a l o r d . For he would sooner give one a 
p o r t i o n of h i s f l e s h than h i s buried gold . . . for what 
he can n e i t h e r determine to bestow upon others, nor to 
d i s t r i b u t e to the needy, how can he p o s s i b l y account h i s 
own? How does he hold possession of those things of 
which he has n e i t h e r the f r e e use or enjoyment?"'^ 
The Herculean t a s k of Chrysostom's thought was to 
confront the e s t a b l i s h e d ownership concept and stand i t 
on i t s head. From becoming an instrument of e x c l u s i o n 
and s e p a r a t i o n i t was to become one of i n c l u s i o n and 
community b u i l d i n g . Instead of an unlimited and absolute 
power i t was to be a l i m i t e d one, r e l a t e d to genuine 
human v a l u e s . I n s t e a d of being an end i n i t s e l f i t was 
to be considered a means, through stewardship of the 
poor, to c e r t a i n ends. 
A f u r t h e r observation concerning the nature of wealth i n 
the mind of Chrysostom must be made. He b e l i e v e s wealth 
should not be t o t a l l y r e l i e d upon due to i t s t r a n s i t o r y 
nature. Also, f o r t h i s reason no one should grow proud 
of t h e i r s t a t u s as wealthy people. Chrysostom s t a t e s : 
"And a f t e r a l l , what i s wealth? A v a i n shadow, 
d i s s o l v i n g smoke, a flower of the grass, or r a t h e r 
something meaner than a flower. Why then are you 
high-minded over grass? Does not wealth f a l l to 
t h i e v e s , and effeminates, and h a r l o t s , and tomb-
breakers? Does t h i s puff you up, that you have such 
as these to share i n your possession."'^ 
Elsewhere Chrysostom comments: 
"How long s h a l l you be r i c h , and that man poor? 
T i l l evening, but no longer; for so short i s l i f e , 
and a l l things so near t h e i r end, and a l l things 
p r e s e n t l y so stand at the door, that the whole must 
be deemed but a l i t t l e hour. What need do you have 
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of b u r s t i n g storehouses, of a multitude of domestics 
and house-keepers?"'^ 
Chrysostom seems to be suggesting that wealth alone i s a 
very unstable foundation upon which to b u i l d one's l i f e . 
Rather, he t e l l s h i s l i s t e n e r s t h at wealth must be joined 
w ith alms-giving i f i t i s to have any p o s i t i v e meaning. 
THE PROPER USE OF WEALTH: ALMS-GIVING 
Chrysostom b e l i e v e s t h a t i n s t e a d of t o t a l l y r e j e c t i n g a l l 
possessions because of the temptations which they bring; 
people must become even more r a d i c a l i n t h e i r use of 
wealth. He says, " I t i s not enough to despise wealth, 
but we must a l s o maintain poor men, and above a l l things 
f o l l o w C h r i s t . " ' * For Chrysostom, t h i s "maintenance" 
f a l l s under the t i t l e of "alms-giving" and represents the 
most noble use of wealth. E v i d e n t l y he spent much of h i s 
preaching time on t h i s s u b j e c t . At one point toward the 
end of h i s ninety homilies on S t . Matthew's Gospel he 
says, 
"What do you say? Am I forever speaking of alms-
giving? I s h a l l wish myself that there were not 
great need f o r me to address t h i s advise to you . . 
. but when you are not yet sound, how can anyone arm 
you f o r the f i g h t . " " 
Chrysostom comments f u r t h e r on the people's need to hear 
h i s message, 
"But i f you t e l l someone of money-getting and of 
t r a f f i c , and of the care and i n c r e a s e of your goods, 
I a l s o would say to you, not these, but alms, and 
pr a y e r s , and the pr o t e c t i o n of the i n j u r e d and a l l 
such t h i n g s , are t r u l y works with respect to which 
we l i v e i n thorough idleness."'® 
Chrysostom placed a great importance on the r o l e of alms 
g i v i n g i n the C h r i s t i a n l i f e . I n f a c t M.G. Fouyas" says 
t h a t no other Father of the Church recommends as strongly 
as Chrysostom the d i s t r i b u t i o n of wealth and p r i v a t e 
property to those i n need. For p r a c t i c a l purposes S t . 
John Chrysostom looks to alms giving for a l l e v i a t i o n , i f 
not remedy, of e x i s t i n g c o n d i t i o n s . He was quite 
69 
d e f i n i t e l y out to make "The r i c h poorer and the poor 
r i c h e r , and both holy" and the r i c h could begin reforming 
themselves by g i v i n g generously to the l e s s w e l l - o f f . " I 
do not c a l l on you to get r i d of a l l your money, but to 
give according to your means to those i n need."®° 
For Chrysostom, g i v i n g alms included, but was not l i m i t e d 
to, dispensing money. He reminds h i s audience of the 
d i f f e r e n t aspects of alms g i v i n g when he says: 
"Let us c l o t h e the naked, l e t us bring i n the 
stranger, feed the hungry, give the t h i r s t y drink, 
l e t us v i s i t the s i c k , and look upon him that i s i n 
p r i s o n . "^ ^ 
Attwater says, "Obviously by alms giving Chrysostom did 
not mean merely the g i v i n g away of money and (unwanted) 
goods to those who were i n need of them. He included 
under the term a l l s e r v i c e s that can be rendered f r e e l y 
to a neighbour, from what i s vaguely c a l l e d ^help' on to 
the p r o f e s s i o n a l s e r v i c e s of doctors and lawyers, and 
e s p e c i a l l y p u b l i c h o s p i t a l i t y and relief."®^ 
Attwater f u r t h e r r e l a t e s how Chrysostom, "urges h i s 
hearers f r e e l y to give of t h e i r money, t h e i r goods, t h e i r 
t a l e n t s , t h e i r knowledge, t h e i r s e r v i c e s g e n e r a l l y to a l l 
who stood i n need of them."®^ 
Chrysostom claimed commitment to C h r i s t as the motivation 
behind alms g i v i n g . For him. C h r i s t i a n commitment could 
not be divorced from C h r i s t i a n a c t i o n . Such a c t i o n 
served as evidence of the commitment to God. This seems 
to be the idea i n Chrysostom's c l o s i n g to Homily XX on 
S t . John's Gospel when he says: 
"For to say t h a t we love, and not to a c t l i k e 
l o v e r s , i s r i d i c u l o u s , not only before God, but even 
i n the s i g h t of men. Since then to confess Him i n 
word only, while i n deeds we oppose Him, i s not only 
u n p r o f i t a b l e , but a l s o h u r t f u l to us; l e t us, I 
e n t r e a t you, a l s o make confession by our works; that 
we a l s o may obtain a confession from Him i n that 
day, when before His Father he s h a l l confess those 
who are worthy i n C h r i s t Jesus Our Lord."®^ 
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Chrysostom emphasized t h a t the people should a t t a i n , not 
to the name of C h r i s t i a n , but to the f a c t ; not to the 
f a i t h , t h a t i s , not to the f a i t h alone, but to the 
C h r i s t i a n l i f e , to good works. This union of f a i t h and 
l i f e , of p r i n c i p l e s and moral a c t i o n s , of convictions and 
works, i s f o r Chrysostom so e s s e n t i a l t h at he shows t h a t 
the l a c k of a p r a c t i c a l l i f e corresponding to one's f a i t h 
i s the bridge t o u n b e l i e f . " I t i s a b s o l u t e l y impossible 
not to become v a c i l l a t i n g i n the f a i t h i f one leads an 
unclean l i f e . " " " 
A l s o Chrysostom understands wealth to be given to 
C h r i s t i a n s to provide them with an opportunity to be 
f a i t h f u l to God and neighbour through giving of alms. He 
d e c l a r e s : 
"Therefore though he was able to take them ( r i c h e s ) away 
from you. He l e f t them, that you might have opportunity 
to show v i r t u e ; t h a t bringing us i n t o need one of 
another. He might make our love for one another more 
f e r v e n t . " Chrysostom continues, "What? Could not God 
have taken away these things from you? But He does not 
t h i s , to give you power to be l i b e r a l to the poor."®' 
Now, s i n c e t h i s purpose i s c l e a r , Chrysostom urges: 
"Let us make our mercifulness abundant, l e t us give 
proof of much love to man, both by the use of our 
money, and by our a c t i o n s . And i f we see anyone 
i l l - t r e a t e d and beaten i n the market-place, whether 
we can pay down money, l e t us do it?"®® 
According to Chrysostom, t h i s outward example of love 
toward God and humanity i s the way to earn e t e r n a l 
wealth. He w r i t e s , "Let us then seek t h i s wealth which 
endures foreve r , and never d e s e r t s us, that becoming 
grea t here and g l o r i o u s there, we may obtain e v e r l a s t i n g 
blessing."®' Elsewhere Chrysostom says: 
"So we, i f we enter upon the work of aiding the 
poor, s h a l l e a s i l y become t r u l y wise, . . . and 
soa r i n g up to Heaven s h a l l e a s i l y obtain the e t e r n a l 
b l e s s i n g s . " " 
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M.G. Fouyas" says t h a t Chrysostom argued that f a i t h and 
love belong together. They are one co i n with two s i d e s . 
Love should be expressed by a l l means of c h a r i t y , and 
c h a r i t y i s f o r Chrysostom the only r i g h t use of wealth. 
T h i s t o p i c r e t u r n s so often i n h i s sermons that he has 
been c a l l e d "St.John the Alms g i v e r . " " "Set apart one 
room i n your house f o r t h a t guest, for C h r i s t ; appoint 
one of your servants - and don't be a f r a i d of choosing 
the best - to look a f t e r i t and wait on the beggars and 
the s i c k . Or, i f you w i l l not do t h i s , at l e a s t give 
C h r i s t s h e l t e r - with the mules i n your s t a b l e . You may 
w e l l shudder. I am saying t h i s to shame you."" 
Chrysostom again and again urges h i s hearers f r e e l y to 
give t h e i r money to a l l who stood i n need of i t , the poor 
of C h r i s t , to the poor who were C h r i s t . 
Chrysostom d e f i n e s alms g i v i n g as a matter e n t i r e l y l e f t 
to the f r e e w i l l of the i n d i v i d u a l . "God might have 
c o n s t r a i n e d us to give alms. He chose i n s t e a d to make i t 
depend e n t i r e l y on our f r e e w i l l , t h a t He might have the 
opportunity of rewarding us." We are at l i b e r t y to give 
or not to give. Ananias and Sapphira were punished only 
because "they l i e d unto the Holy Ghost."'* 
Humility n a t u r a l l y leads to the g i v i n g of alms, because 
the t r u l y humble man w i l l r e a d i l y understand h i s r e l a t i o n 
and duty toward h i s f e l l o w men; and once understanding 
t h i s r e l a t i o n and duty, he w i l l give alms i n a l l 
h u m i l i t y . G.J. Budde says: "The giving of alms i n a 
humble s p i r i t i s very necessary, as S t . Chrysostom s t a t e s 
i n one of h i s homilies, because without t h i s h umility God 
w i l l not look with favour upon an otherwise good work."'^ 
G.J. Budde'* continues to say: " I f a man has a t t a i n e d true 
h u m i l i t y , i t n a t u r a l l y follows that he w i l l give alms as 
s e c r e t l y as p o s s i b l e . He does not wish to l e t the world 
know of h i s good deeds." Budde then quotes Chrysostom to 
back up t h i s a s s e r t i o n : ". . . S t . Chrysostom i n one of 
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h i s h omilies on the Gospel of S t . Matthew says that those 
who do not give i n s e c r e t , cover with the mask of mercy 
^the s p i r i t of c r u e l t y and inhumanity.' " Since alms are 
not given f o r the purpose of impressing others, i t i s not 
necessary t h a t any one know about the good deed." Thus 
fo r Chrysostom both h u m i l i t y and secrecy were very 
important q u a l i t i e s i n g i v i n g alms. 
Chrysostom proclaims alms-giving to be i n e f f e c t i v e i f not 
done out of the r i g h t motives. " I t i s not then," says 
Chrysostom, "the g i v i n g of alms which i s required, but 
the g i v i n g as one ought, the g i v i n g f o r such and such an 
end."" 
Alms-giving should not be seen as an opportunity to pass 
judgement upon the poor. Chrysostom reminds the 
congregation, "For i f you wish to show kindness, you must 
not r e q u i r e an accounting of a person's l i f e , but merely 
c o r r e c t h i s poverty and f i l l h i s need." He continues, "A 
judge i s one thing, an alms-giver i s another. C h a r i t y i s 
so c a l l e d because we give i t even to the unworthy."'® 
Elsewhere Chrysostom says quite movingly concerning t h i s 
i s s u e : 
"Now what follows I do not say without good reason, 
fo r most people question the poor i n q u i s i t i v e l y , 
i n q u i r e t h e i r n a t i v e land, t h e i r manner of l i f e , 
t h e i r c h a r a c t e r , trade and t h e i r p h y s i c a l condition, 
making accusations and demanding a thousand 
statements i n regard to t h e i r h e a l t h . Because of 
t h i s many of them pretend that t h e i r bodies are 
mutilated, and fe i g n i n j u r y i n order to move our 
hard-hearted i n d i f f e r e n c e . And although i t i s 
s e r i o u s to reproach them i n t h i s wise i n summer, yet 
i t i s not so s e r i o u s as i n winter. For then, when 
they are oppressed by the cold, would i t not be the 
height of c r u e l t y to show oneself so harsh and 
inhuman a judge as to make no allowance f o r men who 
are without employment? . . . I f God should examine 
us as c l o s e l y as we examine the case of the poor, we 
would not obtain any Grace or mercy. For ^With what 
judgement you judge. He ( i . e . Jesus C h r i s t ) says, 
"you s h a l l be judged," ' ( S t . Matthew 7:2). Be 
t h e r e f o r e m e r c i f u l and k i n d l y a f f e c t i o n e d toward 
your f e l l o w - s e r v a n t ; and forgive many s i n s , and 
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e x e r c i s e mercy, t h a t so you may y o u r s e l f obtain a 
l i k e judgement."" 
Chrysostom s e t t l e s t h i s i s s u e by announcing that i f 
anyone i s going to i n v e s t i g a t e the worthiness of the 
r e c i p i e n t and i n q u i r e e x a c t l y , then God w i l l do the same 
to t h a t person: "For i f we were going to i n v e s t i g a t e the 
worthiness of our fe l l o w servants, and i n q u i r e e x a c t l y , 
God w i l l do the same fo r us.""" Such a t t i t u d e s and 
a c t i o n s l e a d only to misuse of the possessions entrusted 
to people by God. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
THE MISUSE OF WEALTH: ON LUXURY AND SELFISH USE OF WEALTH 
AND ON USURY 
I . BACKGROUND - THE CONTEXT OF ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM 
A n t i o c h , t h e c a p i t a l o f t h e Roman p r o v i n c e o f S y r i a , 
where John Chrysostom spent most of h i s l i f e , was one o f 
t h e l a r g e s t and most b e a u t i f u l c i t i e s o f t h e Empire. I n 
t h e f o u r t h c e n t u r y t h e g r e a t e r p a r t o f t h e m u n i c i p a l l a n d 
t h e r e was i n t h e hand o f a few r i c h landowners - t h e 
p r o p r i e t o r s o f t h e f i n e v i l l a s d e s c r i b e d by Chrysostom i n 
h i s works. The w e l l - p r e s e r v e d r u i n s o f these v i l l a s show 
them t o have been l a r g e and s o l i d l y b u i l t , w i t h s t a b l e s 
and s l a v e q u a r t e r s on t h e ground f l o o r and l u x u r i o u s 
apartments f o r t h e owners and managers above. The 
w e a l t h y landowners r e p r e s e n t e d o n l y about one t e n t h o f 
t h e p o p u l a t i o n . L i v i n g i n t h e c i t y , t h e y had succeeded 
i n c o n c e n t r a t i n g i n t h e i r few hands most o f t h e 
a g r i c u l t u r a l l a nds o f t h e c o u n t r y s i d e . 
Free t e n a n t s and h i r e d l a b o u r e r s worked these l a n d s . 
E x p l o i t e d by t h e c i t y l a n d l o r d s , t h e peasants l i v e d i n 
extreme p o v e r t y . They had no share i n t h e l i f e o f t h e 
c i t y and c o u l d n o t even dream of ever becoming c i t i z e n s . 
I n t h e h o m i l i e s on S t . Matthew's Gospel he speaks w i t h 
e motion on t h e ha r d l i f e o f t h e c o u n t r y f o l k o f whom he 
was so f o n d , worked as i f t h e y were donkeys or mules. 
" T h e i r masters t a k e no more care o f t h e i r bodies t h a n i f 
t h e y were s t o n e s : t h e y g e t no r e s t , and are e q u a l l y b a d l y 
o f f whether t h e h a r v e s t be good o r not . . . They are 
t e r r i f i e d by t h e b r u t a l i t y and e x t o r t i o n s o f t h e 
foremen." Among t h e c i t y a r t i s a n s , t o o , o f whom 
Chrysostom was no l e s s f o n d , t h e r e was more goodness t h a n 
m a t e r i a l p r o s p e r i t y : many o f t h e f r e e workmen had t o h i r e 
themselves o u t , i n s t e a d o f w o r k i n g on t h e i r own, and 
t h e i r wages were m i s e r a b l e . There were hosts o f beggars, 
n o t a few o f whom had d e l i b e r a t e l y chosen t h a t way o f 
l i f e (and n o t f o r r e l i g i o u s r e a s o n s ) , and a f l o a t i n g 
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p o p u l a t i o n o f hangers on and c r i m i n a l s , n o t a l l of whom 
had been f o r c e d i n t o those ways by want. A l t o g e t h e r , 
among t h e C h r i s t i a n s o f A n t i o c h a l o n e , t h r e e i n every 
hundred had t o l i v e p r i n c i p a l l y on alms, and o f t h e 
remainder a l a r g e p r o p o r t i o n was not p r o p e r l y p r o v i d e d 
f o r . ^ 
U n f o r t u n a t e l y we have no s t a t i s t i c a l evidence as t o t h e 
p r o p o r t i o n o f t h e poor people i n t h e Byzantine Empire t o 
t h e r e s t o f t h e p o p u l a t i o n . John Chrysostom, i n one o f 
h i s sermons d e l i v e r e d i n A n t i o c h between 386 and 388^ when 
t h e i m p e r i a l government had imposed an i n c r e a s e i n 
t a x a t i o n , ^ e s t i m a t e d t h a t t h e poor o f A n t i o c h amounted t o 
one t e n t h o f t h e i n h a b i t a n t s . He remarked t h a t one t e n t h 
more were v e r y r i c h , t h e r e m a i n i n g e i g h t t e n t h s making up 
t h e m i d d l e class.'' He appealed t o t h e middle c l a s s as 
f o l l o w s : "The v e r y r i c h indeed are b u t few, b u t those 
t h a t come n e x t t o them are many; aga i n t h e poor are much 
fewer t h a n t h e s e . N e v e r t h e l e s s , a l t h o u g h t h e r e f o r e t h e r e 
a r e so many t h a t are a b l e t o f e e d t h e hungry, many go t o 
s l e e p i n t h e i r hunger."^ 
Chrysostom e s t i m a t e d t h a t t h e poor o f C o n s t a n t i n o p l e 
numbered about f i f t y thousand. He pronounced t h i s number 
i n one o f t h e sermons which he d e l i v e r e d i n 
C o n s t a n t i n o p l e a f t e r h i s e l e c t i o n t o t h e p a t r i a r c h a l 
t h r o n e , sometime between h i s c o n s e c r a t i o n on t h e 26th 
F e b r u a r y , 398 and b e f o r e t h e 9 t h June, 404, when he was 
b a n i s h e d t o e x i l e . He had made an appeal t o t h e 
C h r i s t i a n p o p u l a t i o n o f a p p r o x i m a t e l y one hundred 
thousand t o s u p p o r t t h e poor. He w r i t e s t h a t t h e r e s t o f 
t h e p o p u l a t i o n were pagans and Jews.^ I f t h e f i f t y 
t h o usand poor made up one t e n t h o f t h e t o t a l p o p u l a t i o n 
o f C o n s t a n t i n o p l e , as Chrysostom had e s t i m a t e d t h e poor 
o f A n t i o c h , t h e n t h e i n h a b i t a n t s o f t h e c a p i t a l might 
have been c l o s e t o f o u r hundred thousand, not an 
e x t r a v a g a n t number f o r t h e b e g i n n i n g s o f t h e f i f t h 
c e n t u r y . ' Nonetheless, i t i s v e r y d i f f i c u l t f o r us t o 
79 
d e t e r m i n e t h e accuracy o f Chrysostom's e s t i m a t e o f t h e 
poor e i t h e r o f A n t i o c h o r o f C o n s t a n t i n o p l e . However, we 
do know t h a t t h e Church was t h e t r u e f o r c e behind t h e 
v a r i o u s c h a r i t i e s t h a t were o r g a n i s e d i n every B y z a n t i n e 
c i t y . Much o f t h e w e a l t h o f t h e Church and monastic 
e s t a b l i s h m e n t s o f l a t e r c e n t u r i e s was used f o r t h e poor, 
who had m u l t i p l i e d , and f o r t h e maintenance o f 
p h i l a n t h r o p i c institutions.® 
I t was f o r t h i s c l a s s o f people t h a t t h e Byzantine Church 
and s t a t e t o o k s p e c i a l measures. S p e c i a l houses known as 
^ p t o c h e i a ' o r ^ p t o c h o t r o p h e i a ' were b u i l t t o s h e l t e r poor 
people unable t o work and i n d i r e need o f s u p p o r t . 
Chrysostom avers t h a t h i s Church i n A n t i o c h , when he 
d e l i v e r e d h i s famous sermons on t h e occasion of t h e 
i m p e r i a l s t a t u e s , had been s u p p o r t i n g many widows, 
p r i s o n e r s , maimed, orphans, and o t h e r s i n want, t h r e e 
thousand i n a l l . ' T h i s c h a r i t a b l e work was c a r r i e d on 
d e s p i t e t h e f a c t t h a t t h e revenue o f h i s Church was one 
o f t h e l o w e s t i n t h e c i t y . " 
As e a r l y sources i l l u s t r a t e , S t . John Chrysostom st o o d as 
a b r i l l i a n t example o f a b i s h o p consumed by h i s sense o f 
d u t y , j u s t i c e , and l o v e t o w a r d h i s f e l l o w man and who 
l i v e d t h e l i f e o f what he preached. I n A n t i o c h as w e l l 
as i n C o n s t a n t i n o p l e h i s e c c l e s i a s t i c a l programme 
i n c l u d e d a g r e a t concern f o r t h e d e s t i t u t e . The 
p a t r i a r c h was f u l l y conscious o f t h e s o c i a l 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s o f t h e Church, f i n d i n g t i m e not o n l y f o r 
r e l i g i o u s s e r v i c e s and p r i v a t e s tudy b u t f o r p e r s o n a l 
m i n i s t r a t i o n t o t h e needs o f t h e l e s s f o r t u n a t e . He 
t e n d e d t h e s i c k , t h e orphans, t h e widows, t h e p r i s o n e r s , 
and t h o s e i n d i s t r e s s . C h r y s o s t o m b u i l t c h a r i t a b l e 
i n s t i t u t i o n s , such as h o s p i t a l s and old-age homes," and 
redeemed many p r i s o n e r s h e l d by I s a u r i a n r o b b e r s . 
P a l l a d i u s observes t h a t a l l had a f r i e n d i n h i s p e r s o n . " 
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P a l l a d i u s a l s o notes t h a t Chrysostom a p p l i e d s t e r n 
d i s c i p l i n e i n h i s p r i v a t e l i f e and i n diocesan 
e x p e n d i t u r e s f o r c h a r i t y . He avoided d i n n e r s and 
expenses t h a t m i g h t reduce h i s a b i l i t y t o a s s i s t t h e poor 
and r e s t r i c t e d t h e e x p e n d i t u r e o f h i s diocesan stewards 
i n o r d e r t o p r o v i d e f o o d f o r t h e orphans and t h e poor.^^ 
Indeed S t . John Chrysostom b u i l t s e v e r a l h o s p i t a l s i n 
C o n s t a n t i n o p l e . One o f t h e f i r s t r eforms he undertook 
f o l l o w i n g h i s e l e c t i o n as P a t r i a r c h o f C o n s t a n t i n o p l e was 
t h e r e o r g a n i z a t i o n o f Church f i n a n c e s . When he found 
e x t r a o r d i n a r y extravagance i n a c e r t a i n bishop's 
e x p e n d i t u r e s , he o r d e r e d t h a t t h e l a r g e sums a l l o c a t e d t o 
t h e b i s h o p ' s r e s i d e n c e be t r a n s f e r r e d t o t h e h o s p i t a l . ^ * 
U n f o r t u n a t e l y , we do n o t know which h o s p i t a l t h i s was, o r 
even t h e f o u n d e r ' s name. The Byzantine Empire of t h e 
f o u r t h c e n t u r y a l s o f a c e d famines, t h e r e c u r r e n t menace 
o f b a r b a r i c i n v a s i o n s , t h e land-hungry power e l i t e , and 
o t h e r n a t u r a l c a t a s t r o p h e s . ^ ' There was a p r e s s i n g need 
f o r more h o s p i t a l s . Chrysostom, who saw t h a t "the need 
o f t r e a t m e n t was v e r y g r e a t , e r e c t e d o t h e r h o s p i t a l s , 
o v e r w h i c h he a p p o i n t e d two devout p r i e s t s , as w e l l as 
p h y s i c i a n s and cooks . . . so t h a t s t r a n g e r s coming t o 
t h e c i t y , and t h e r e f a l l i n g i l l , c o u l d o b t a i n m edical 
c a r e , as a t h i n g which was not o n l y good i n i t s e l f , b u t 
a l s o f o r t h e g l o r y o f t h e Saviour."^® 
Chrysostom's campaign a g a i n s t l u x u r y i n t h e m i d s t o f 
p o v e r t y and t h e c a u s a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e two was 
s c a r c e l y p o p u l a r w i t h t h e Empress Eudoxia and her 
a d v i s e r s , t h e a r i s t o c r a t i a l a d i e s Marsa and Eugraphia. 
T h e i r h a t r e d f o r S t . John Chrysostom has been l i k e n e d t o 
t h a t o f Herodias f o r S t . John t h e B a p t i s t . Indeed 
S o c r a t e s " and Sozomen^° p o i n t o u t t h a t t h e Empress Eudoxia 
was i n s a t i a b l e , and her a v a r i c e was t h e main cause of t h e 
c l a s h between her and Chrysostom. The c l i m a x came when 
Chrysostom openly c a l l e d Eudoxia a "Jezabel" who had 
robbed poor people o f t h e i r lands as Ahab had robbed 
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Naboth. Chrysostom s a i d t h i s i n l i g h t o f t h e f a c t t h a t 
Eudoxia, a f t e r t h e dea t h o f t h e Consul Theognostus, had 
s e i z e d t h e p r o p e r t y o f h i s widow. The widow sought 
p r o t e c t i o n f r o m t h e P a t r i a r c h , who c o n s i d e r e d i t h i s d u t y 
t o w r i t e a l e t t e r a s k i n g t h e Empress t o r e t u r n t h e s e i z e d 
e s t a t e s t o t h e widow. The Empress regarded t h i s a c t i o n 
as a b u s i v e and so she c o n s o r t e d w i t h Chrysostom's enemies 
w i t h i n t h e Church, who were i n t h e same p o s i t i o n as she 
where v u l n e r a b i l i t y t o t h e a l l e g a t i o n o f l u x u r i o u s l i v i n g 
a m i d s t t h e p o v e r t y o f o t h e r s was concerned, and o r g a n i z e d 
a u n i t e d f r o n t a g a i n s t him. Her d i s f a v o u r was i n c r e a s e d 
when Chrysostom a t t a c k e d t h e l u x u r y o f women and Eudoxia 
t h o u g h t t h a t t h e P a t r i a r c h i n c l u d e d her amongst these 
women. Chrysostom s a i d "Why do you wish t o appear young 
i n y o u r advancing age? Why do you wear c u r l s on your 
foreheads l i k e demi-mondaines, and b r i n g r e s p e c t a b l e 
p e o p l e i n t o d i s r e p u t e ? Why do you deceive those whom you 
meet? And a l l t h i s , even though you are widows." 
( P a l l a d i u s , Dialogue 8,27 MPG 4 7 ) " 
I n b r i e f , John was d e c l a r e d deposed as Bishop o f 
C o n s t a n t i n o p l e a t t h e Synod o f t h e Oak, which he d i d n o t 
a t t e n d , and t h e n e x i l e d by o r d e r o f t h e I m p e r i a l C o u r t . 
He was su b s e q u e n t l y r e c a l l e d , thanks t o h i s p o p u l a r i t y 
among t h e common f o l k , b u t he seemed n ot t o have l e a r n e d 
h i s l e s s o n a c c o r d i n g t o h i s enemies, and c o n t i n u e d t o 
f a v o u r t h e poor a g a i n s t t h e r i c h , and was e x i l e d a g a i n . 
He d i e d on t h e 14th September, 407, a t Comana, i n Pontus, 
once more an e x i l e . 
I n such a s o c i e t y where t h e r i g h t s o f p r i v a t e p r o p e r t y 
gave r i s e t o numerous abuses and i n s t a n c e s o f s o c i a l 
e x p l o i t a t i o n , unaccompanied by any d i s c u s s i o n o f 
p r i n c i p l e s , John Chrysostom vehemently responded f o r t h e 
poor - so t h a t on t h e occas i o n o f some of h i s sermons he 
was accused o f a t t a c k i n g t h e r i c h " w i t h o u t reason". He 
s u r e l y d i d pay a g r e a t p r i c e f o r courageously t r e a d i n g 
t h e ground o f s o c i a l j u s t i c e . 
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I I THE MISUSE OF WEALTH IN ANTIOCH AND 
CONSTANTINOPLE AT THE TIME OF ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM 
I n t h i s s e c t i o n i t w i l l be shown t h a t w i t h v e r y good 
reason c o u l d Chrysostom espouse t h e cause o f t h e poor, 
due t o t h e r i c h people's abuses of w e a l t h i n A n t i o c h and 
C o n s t a n t i n o p l e , which w i l l a l s o g i v e an i d e a o f t h e v e r y 
p i t i f u l c o n d i t i o n s o f t h e poor i n t h e two g r e a t Eastern 
c i t i e s o f t h e f o u r t h c e n t u r y . The r i c h were d e s c r i b e d by 
Chrysostom, w i t h p i c t u r e s q u e n e s s and sometimes a g r i m 
humour. T h e i r a v a r i c e , hard-heartedness and g e n e r a l 
i m m o r a l i t y he scourged r e m o r s e l e s s l y , as "worse t h a n w i l d 
beasts."^^ I t i s indeed t o Chrysostom's g r e a t honour t h a t 
h i s l o v e and sympathy were always t o be found on t h e s i d e 
o f t h e poor and d e s t i t u t e , f o r he d i d h i m s e l f come from a 
w e l l - t o - d o f a m i l y . Baur^^ says t h a t v e r y seldom had 
anyone spoken from t h e p u l p i t t o t h e conscience o f t h e 
r i c h as he d i d . 
I n A n t i o c h t h e r e were C h r i s t i a n f a m i l i e s who were 
e x t r e m e l y w e a l t h y , who owned horses, s e r v a n t s and s l a v e s , 
g r e a t l a n d s and s p l e n d i d p a l a c e s : t h e y s l e p t i n beds o f 
i v o r y , s i l v e r and gold,^^ and had c h a i r s , vases and o t h e r 
a r t i c l e s o f s o l i d s i l v e r . " The r i c h a l s o had d i s h e s , 
p i t c h e r s and scent b o t t l e s , as w e l l as f u r n i t u r e , such as 
c h a i r s and f o o t - s t o o l s , a l l made of s o l i d s i l v e r . T h e 
r i c h w ives c u r l e d t h e i r h a i r , adorned themselves i n s i l k 
and expensive garments. Men were a l s o t o be seen w i t h 
many g o l d r i n g s and c o s t l y jewels,^' as w e l l as ornaments 
and g l i t t e r i n g s a ndals. 
These same f a m i l i e s , says Chrysostom, o f t e n gave g r e a t 
banquets and e n t e r t a i n m e n t s , i n which l u x u r y and 
l a v i s h n e s s o f a l l k i n d s p r e v a i l e d , where n o t o n l y e x o t i c 
foods such as meat, f o w l s , pheasants, expensive f i s h and 
83 
p a s t r y were consumed, and unmixed "wine o f Thasos" was 
d r u n k , b u t a l s o f l u t e p l a y e r s , dancers and stage a c t o r s 
were b r o u g h t i n f o r t h e p l e a s u r e o f t h e guests.^' 
However t h i s was c o n t r a s t e d w i t h t h e p l i g h t o f t h e poor 
people who l a y on s t r a w i n t h e g r e a t c o l d , i n t h e m i d d l e 
o f t h e n i g h t , under t h e colonnades o f t h e p u b l i c baths 
and t e m p l e s , t r e m b l i n g w i t h c o l d and t o r t u r e d by hunger.^" 
A l s o many s h r i v e l l e d forms l o o k e d i n t o t h e b r i g h t l y l i t 
d i n i n g rooms o f t h e r i c h and begged, weeping f o r a g i f t , 
b u t no-one l i s t e n e d t o them, Chrysostom says v e r y 
m o v i n g l y . W h e n such a s i t u a t i o n e x i s t s , i s i t not we 
o u r s e l v e s who make r o b b e r s , Chrysostom asks. I s i t n o t 
we who m i n i s t e r f u e l t o t h e f i r e o f t h e envious? I s i t 
n o t we who make vagabonds and t r a i t o r s when we p u t our 
w e a l t h b e f o r e them f o r a b a i t ? What madness i s t h i s ? 
For i t i s madness t o cover one's chest w i t h a p p a r e l and 
o v e r l o o k him t h a t i s made a f t e r C h r i s t ' s image and 
s i m i l i t u d e ; t o l e t a l l be wasted away w i t h t i m e , and l e t 
n o t C h r i s t be f e d , and t h i s when He i s h u n g r y . H e r e 
once a g a i n one can see here an i m p o r t a n t aspect o f 
Chrysostom's Theology - namely t h a t he p e r s o n i f i e d C h r i s t 
i n t h e poor p e o p l e . 
O f t e n because o f t h e i n s e n s i t i v i t y o f t h e w e a l t h y and i n 
o r d e r b e t t e r t o w i n t h e i r p i t y and compassion, t h e poor 
w o u l d g a t h e r b e f o r e t h e Church doors where t h e y might be 
seen s w e a r i n g , t a k i n g oaths and d o i n g a l l s o r t s o f 
i n d i s c r e e t t h i n g s . A t t h e t h o u g h t and s i g h t o f such 
c o n t r a s t s o f t h e l i f e s t y l e s o f r i c h and poor Chrysostom 
n a t u r a l l y became angry. Then he would know how t o 
p o r t r a y t h e need and t h e m i s e r y o f t h e poor i n c o l o u r s 
w h i c h were more t h a n v i v i d . Chrysostom says t h a t t h e 
poor m i g h t b l i n d t h e i r own c h i l d r e n or engage i n 
s p e c t a c u l a r f e a s t s , f o r example, chewing t h e s k i n s o f 
worn-out shoes o r f i x i n g sharp n a i l s i n t o t h e i r heads. 
Others would l i e i n f r o z e n ponds w i t h naked stomachs or 
endure o t h e r more h o r r i d t r i a l s . A l l o f t h i s i n o r d e r t o 
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amuse and d e l i g h t s p e c t a t o r s who might be moved t h e r e b y 
t o g i v e a p i t t a n c e f o r a l o a f o f bread. How d i s g r a c e f u l 
and inhuman i t i s , Chrysostom would remind t h e 
C h r i s t i a n s , t o compel t h e poor t o s u f f e r such 
h u m i l i a t i o n s i n o r d e r t o s u p p o r t themselves. When we 
a l l o w o r encourage such p r a c t i c e s we are even more g u i l t y 
t h a n one who k i l l s a n o t h e r f o r "he who b i d s a man t o s l a y 
h i m s e l f (which i s what happens i n t h e case o f these 
persons) does a more g r i e v o u s t h i n g t h a n he t h a t s l a y s a 
man."^'' I t i s w o r t h q u o t i n g f u r t h e r from Chrysostom here 
t o g e t a b e t t e r i d e a on t h e r e a l m i s e r y o f t h e poor: 
" I t i s f o o l i s h n e s s . . ." t o ". . . a l l o w men who are 
c r e a t e d i n God's Image and our l i k e n e s s , t o s t a n d 
naked and t r e m b l i n g w i t h t h e c o l d , so t h a t t h e y can 
h a r d l y h o l d themselves u p r i g h t . Yes, you say, he i s 
c h e a t i n g , and i s o n l y p r e t e n d i n g t o be weak and 
t r e m b l i n g . Whatl Do you not f e a r t h a t l i g h t e n i n g 
f r o m Heaven w i l l f a l l on you f o r t h i s word? . . . 
Only see, you are l a r g e and f a t , you h o l d d r i n k i n g 
p a r t i e s u n t i l l a t e a t n i g h t , and s l e e p i n a warm 
s o f t bed. And do you n o t t h i n k o f how you must g i v e 
an account o f your misuse o f t h e g i f t s o f God? (The 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between w e a l t h and t h e a f t e r - l i f e w i l l 
be d i s c u s s e d i n t h e next c h a p t e r ) . . . I f we would 
g i v e our alms g l a d l y and w i l l i n g l y , t h e poor would 
never have f a l l e n t o such depths. "^ ^ 
Chrysostom i s e s p e c i a l l y angered by t h e arrogance and 
senseless l u x u r y o f t h e i r r e s p o n s i b l e w e a l t h y i n A n t i o c h 
and C o n s t a n t i n o p l e : 
"Don't envy t h e man whom you see r i d i n g t h r o u g h t h e 
s t r e e t s w i t h a t r o o p o f a t t e n d a n t s t o d r i v e t h e 
crowds o u t o f h i s way. I t i s absurd1 Why, my dear 
s i r , i f I may ask you, do you t h u s d r i v e your f e l l o w 
c r e a t u r e s b e f o r e you? Are you a w o l f o r a l i o n ? 
Your L o r d , Jesus C h r i s t , r a i s e d man t o Heaven: b u t 
you do n o t condescend t o share even t h e market-place 
w i t h Him. When you p u t a g o l d b i t on your horse and 
a g o l d b r a c e l e t on your s l a v e ' s arm, when your 
c l o t h e s a r e g i l d e d down t o your v e r y shoes, you are 
f e e d i n g t h e most f e r o c i o u s o f a l l b e a s t s , a v a r i c e : 
you a r e r o b b i n g orphans and s t e a l i n g from widows and 
making y o u r s e l f a p u b l i c enemy." (Homily 48 on t h e 
Psalms). 
T h i s use o f p r e c i o u s metals f o r d i s p l a y was such a craze 
t h a t Chrysostom d e c l a r e d t h a t some people, i f t h e y c o u l d , 
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would cover t h e ground, t h e i r houses and t h e sky i t s e l f 
w i t h g o l d . I n an amusing passage from h i s f o r t y - n i n t h 
h o m i l y on S t . Matthew's Gospel he r i d i c u l e s t h e use o f 
s i l k ( t h e n s t i l l r e g arded as a g r e a t l u x u r y o f dress) i n 
t h e making o f f o o t g e a r : 
"Ships a r e b u i l t , s a i l o r s and p i l o t s engaged, s a i l s 
spread and t h e sea crossed, w i f e and c h i l d r e n and 
home l e f t b e h i n d , b a r b a r i a n lands t r a v e r s e d and t h e 
t r a d e r ' s l i f e exposed t o a thousand dangers - what 
f o r ? So t h a t you may t r i c k o u t t h e l e a t h e r o f your 
b o o t s w i t h s i l k l a c e s . What c o u l d be more mad? . . 
. Your concern as you walk about t h e s t r e e t s i s t h a t 
you s h o u l d n o t s o i l your boots w i t h mud o r d u s t . 
W i l l you l e t your s o u l t h u s g r o v e l w h i l e you are 
t a k i n g c a r e o f your boots? Boots are made t o be 
d i r t i e d : i f you c a n ' t bear i t , t a k e them o f f and 
wear them round your neck. You la u g h ! - I am 
weeping a t your f o l l y . " 
Baur^^ says t h a t t h e f a c t t h a t Chrysostom dared t o rebuke 
p u b l i c l y t h e l u x u r y and o s t e n t a t i o n o f t h e h a r d - h e a r t e d 
r i c h , and t o t e l l them f e a r l e s s l y what he t h o u g h t , i n 
C o n s t a n t i n o p l e (and indeed A n t i o c h ) i n which t h e r e was so 
much p o v e r t y and m i s e r y t o be a l l e v i a t e d , t o o k t h e common 
C h r i s t i a n s ' h e a r t by storm. A l s o when t h e y saw how 
s i m p l y Chrysostom l i v e d , and t h a t he n e i t h e r gave nor 
a t t e n d e d banquets, and t h a t he used whatever he c o u l d 
spare f o r t h e poor and t h e s i c k , and above a l l f o r t h e 
h o s p i t a l s , t h e people knew t h a t he was no c o u r t - b i s h o p , 
b u t a t l a s t a people's b i s h o p , whose h e a r t and hand 
belonged f i r s t o f a l l t o t h e poor and needy, t h e l i t t l e 
p e o p l e and t h e down-trodden. And so he was. 
I l l THE MANY POOR ARE NOT SLOTHFUL: THE HUGE 
INHERITANCE OF A FEW IS UNJUST 
The f o l l o w i n g passages are from sermons S t . John 
Chrysostom d e l i v e r e d a t A n t i o c h b e f o r e he became Bishop. 
The f i r s t i s p a r t o f one o f h i s t h i r t y - t w o h o m i l i e s on 
t h e E p i s t l e t o t h e Romans. The o t h e r two are from a 
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sermon c a l l e d ^On A l m s g i v i n g ' preached one w i n t e r season 
i n A n t i o c h on t h e s u b j e c t o f t h e beggars and o t h e r poor 
people who he saw had come t o t h e p r i n c i p a l church o f t h e 
c i t y . A l l t h e passages are i n some f a s h i o n concerned 
w i t h p o s s e s s i o n by i n h e r i t a n c e and w i t h t o i l . 
A. " I f you w i s h t o l e a v e much w e a l t h t o your c h i l d r e n , 
l e a v e them i n God's cape. For He who, w i t h o u t you 
h a v i n g done a n y t h i n g , gave you a s o u l , and formed you a 
body, and g r a n t e d you t h e g i f t o f l i f e , when He sees you 
d i s p l a y i n g such m u n i f i c e n c e , and d i s t r i b u t i n g your goods, 
must s u r e l y open t o them a l l k i n d s o f r i c h e s . . . Do n o t 
l e a v e them r i c h e s , b u t v i r t u e and s k i l l . For i f t h e y 
have t h e c o n f i d e n c e o f r i c h e s , t h e y w i l l n o t mind 
a n y t h i n g b e s i d e s , f o r t h e y s h a l l have t h e means o f 
s c r e e n i n g t h e wickedness o f t h e i r ways i n t h e i r abundant 
r i c h e s . " " on t^ e^ EpiStLe of St.PauL to tke Romans , MP(^  ^0:WJ 
B. " ^Anyone who would n o t work should n o t e a t ' ( I I 
T h e s s a l o n i a n s Chapter t h r e e , verse t e n ) . . . But t h e 
laws o f S a i n t Paul are n o t merely f o r t h e poor. They are 
f o r t h e r i c h as w e l l . . . We accuse t h e poor of 
l a z i n e s s . T h i s l a z i n e s s i s o f t e n excusable. We 
o u r s e l v e s a r e o f t e n g u i l t y o f worse i d l e n e s s . But you 
say, ^ I have my p a t e r n a l i n h e r i t a n c e ! ' T e l l me, j u s t 
because he i s poor and was born o f a poor f a m i l y 
p o s s e s s i n g no g r e a t w e a l t h , i s he t h e r e b y worthy t o 
d i e ? " - (0r^ A l m s ^ ^ , MPGSia^*^) 
C. "You a r e o f t e n i d l i n g a t t h e t h e a t r e s a l l day, o r i n 
t h e c o u n c i l - c h a m b e r s , o r i n usel e s s c o n v e r s a t i o n . You 
blame many - b u t you f a i l t o c o n s i d e r y o u r s e l f as ever 
d o i n g a n y t h i n g e v i l o r i d l e . And do you condemn t h i s 
poor and m i s e r a b l e person who l i v e s t h e whole day i n 
e n t r e a t i e s , t e a r s , and a thousand d i f f i c u l t i e s ? Do you 
dare b r i n g him o r her t o c o u r t and demand an accounting? 
T e l l me, how can you c a l l these t h i n g s human?"^' ^ O r \ A \ m c ^ , 
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F i r s t , Chrysostom c a l l s i n t o q u e s t i o n t h e p r a c t i c e of 
amassing w e a l t h and l e a v i n g i t t o one's c h i l d r e n . Given 
t h e f a c t o f God's Providence, he argues, such an i d e a i s 
n o t l o g i c a l l y t e n a b l e . The God who has g i v e n us a l l t h a t 
we a r e and have w i l l a l s o g r a n t those who come a f t e r us 
t h e t h i n g s t h a t t h e y need. To accumulate possessions f o r 
t h e sake o f f u t u r e s e c u r i t y i s d i a m e t r i c a l l y opposed t o 
f a i t h i n P r o v i d e n c e . I n s t e a d o f p r o v i d i n g f o r t h e f u t u r e 
good o f t h e i r c h i l d r e n , t h e r i c h who accumulate w e a l t h on 
t h a t p r e t e x t a r e a c t u a l l y d e p r i v i n g t h e i r c h i l d r e n o f 
e f f e c t i v e i n c e n t i v e s t o work and l e a v i n g them w i t h so 
much ^ c o n f i d e n c e i n r i c h e s , t h e y w i l l n o t mind a n y t h i n g 
b e s i d e s , f o r t h e y s h a l l have t h e means o f s c r e e n i n g t h e 
wickedness o f t h e i r ways i n t h e i r abundant r i c h e s . ' The 
i m p o r t a n t t h i n g t o g i v e one's c h i l d r e n i s not an 
a c c u m u l a t i o n o f w e a l t h , b u t ^ a r e t e ' - v i r t u e , b o t h i n t h e 
g e n e r a l sense o f ^ s k i l l ' and i n t h e s p e c i f i c sense o f 
m o r a l l y good h a b i t s . 
I n passage B and C, John Chrysostom shows t h a t he holds 
t h a t one may be r e q u i r e d t o work f o r a l i v i n g by c i t i n g 
S t . P a ul t o t h i s e f f e c t . But he q u e s t i o n s whether t h i s 
p r i n c i p l e i s c o r r e c t l y i n v o k e d by those who h u r l t h e 
g e n e r a l a c c u s a t i o n o f i n d o l e n c e a t t h e many poor, t h e 
accusers themselves b e l o n g i n g t o t h e few r i c h . As he 
observes t h e c o n c r e t e h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n of w e a l t h and 
p o v e r t y , Chrysostom sees t h e a l l e g e d i d l e n e s s o f t h e poor 
as much more e a s i l y excusable t h a n t h a t o f t h e w e a l t h y 
owners, who have gained so much o f t h e i r p r o p e r t y by 
^ r i g h t ' o f s u c c e s s i o n . He c o n s i d e r s a s i t u a t i o n u n j u s t 
where t h e descendants o f a r i c h f a m i l y can enjoy ever 
g r e a t e r w e a l t h i n r e l a t i v e i d l e n e s s , w a s t i n g t h e i r days 
i n i d l e p r a t t l e , w h i l e those o f a d e s t i t u t e f a m i l y s h o u l d 
s i n k i n t o ever deeper m i s e r y d e s p i t e honest e f f o r t s t o 
overcome t h e i r p o v e r t y . 
D. ^ "Why does he n o t work?" you say "And why i s he t o be 
m a i n t a i n e d i n i d l e n e s s ? " But t e l l me, i s i t by w o r k i n g 
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t h a t you have what you have? Have you not r e c e i v e d i t as 
an i n h e r i t a n c e from your f a t h e r ? Or, even i f you do 
work, i s t h i s a reason why you should reproach another? 
Do you n o t hear what Paul says? For a f t e r s a y i n g "Anyone 
who would n o t work sh o u l d n o t e a t , " he says, "You must 
never grow weary o f d o i n g what i s r i g h t . " ( I I 
T h e s s a l o n i a n s 3:13) . ' ^ ° ( H O M I I U 113 on tke Ep'itLe of S t .PauL to 
E. ^ "But," you say, "he i s an i m p o s t e r . " What are you 
t a l k i n g about? Do you c a l l him an im p o s t e r f o r t h e sake 
o f a s i n g l e l o a f o r garment? "But," you say, "he w i l l 
s e l l i t i m m e d i a t e l y . " And do you manage a l l o f your own 
a f f a i r s w e l l ? But what? Are a l l t h e poor poor t h r o u g h 
i d l e n e s s ? None fr o m b e i n g robbed? None from 
c a t a s t r o p h e ? None from i l l n e s s ? None from any o t h e r 
d i f f i c u l t i e s . ( H o m : L l l s 3 ont^^e EplsUe of St.Paul t o t k 
Hebrews, M P & ar'^ H-.) ^ 
S t . John Chrysostom cannot emphasize enough t h e f a c t 
w h i c h he seems t o t h i n k r e a l l y ought t o be s e l f - e v i d e n t , 
t h a t n o t a l l t h e poor are poor because t h e y r e f u s e t o 
work. As w e a l t h begets more w e a l t h even among i d l e 
h e i r s , so p o v e r t y breeds "a thousand d i f f i c u l t i e s " t h a t 
c o n s p i r e t o make t h e poor even p o o r e r . I n passages D and 
E, a r i c h h e i r has gained p r o p e r t y as an i n h e r i t a n c e . By 
mere r i g h t o f s u c c e s s i o n , perhaps w i t h no f u r t h e r 
e f f o r t s , t h e h e i r has come t o possess much more t h a n need 
wou l d j u s t i f y . Even g r a n t i n g t h e investment o f some 
l a b o u r i n t h i s p r o p e r t y , s t i l l t h e v e r y essence o f t h e 
e t h i c s o f ownership demands t h a t he o r she share w i t h t h e 
needy. 
T h i s t h o u g h t i s f u r t h e r c l a r i f i e d i n a passage from a 
h o m i l y on S t . Matthew's Gospel c h a p t e r t w e n t y - f o u r , which 
John Chrysostom d e l i v e r e d t o t h e g e n e r a l p u b l i c a t 
A n t i o c h . 
F. "Even though you have r e c e i v e d an i n h e r i t a n c e from 
y o u r f a t h e r , and have i n t h i s way a l l t h a t you possess. 
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even t h e n , a l l are God's. Even you, f o r your p a r t , would 
d e s i r e t h a t whatever you have g i v e n should be c a r e f u l l y 
d i s p e n s e d . Do you no t t h i n k t h a t God w i l l r e q u i r e His 
own o f us w i t h g r e a t e r s t r i c t n e s s , o r t h a t He s u f f e r s 
them t o be wasted a t random? These t h i n g s are n o t , t h e y 
a r e n o t so. Because f o r t h i s end He l e f t these t h i n g s i n 
yo u r hand, i n o r d e r " t o g i v e them t h e i r meat i n due 
season." But what does i t mean, " i n due season?" To t h e 
needy, t o t h e h ungry."" (HomiL 1 7 > on St.Mottl^ewS GospeL j 
5 8 : 1 0 1 . ) 
No m a t t e r how l e g a l t h e manner i n which t h e few r i c h may 
have a c q u i r e d t h e i r p r o p e r t y , u l t i m a t e l y t h e o n l y 
e t h i c a l l y c o r r e c t view o f t h e ownership r i g h t , a c c o r d i n g 
t o Chrysostom, i s t h a t i t i s s u b o r d i n a t e t o God's 
a b s o l u t e dominion. The human r i g h t t o own i s s u b s i d i a r y 
t o t h e purpose o f t h e Supreme Owner. 
Thus, Chrysostom q u e s t i o n s t h e t a s k o f a person's 
amassing w e a l t h , and keeping i t f o r t h e s e c u r i t y o f 
f u t u r e g e n e r a t i o n s , i n t h e f a c e o f t h e p r e s e n t c r y f o r 
l i b e r a t i o n a r i s i n g from t h e many who have been reduced t o 
p o v e r t y by t h e o p p r e s s i v e p r a c t i c e s t h a t c o n c e n t r a t e 
w e a l t h i n t h e hands o f a few. One might say t h a t , f o r 
Chrysostom, t h e phenomenon o f i n h e r i t a n c e was tantamount 
t o w r e s t i n g p r o p e r t y from i t s e s s e n t i a l l y dynamic 
f u n c t i o n and f i x i n g i t i n a s t a t i c o r d e r . 
Secondly Chrysostom lo o k e d a t t h e contemporary s i t u a t i o n 
and t h e n l o o k e d i n t o t h e p a s t . He saw t h a t t h e laws o f 
i n h e r i t a n c e , r e f l e c t i n g t h e t r a d i t i o n a l Roman a b s o l u t i s t , 
e x c l u s i v i s t c o n c e p t i o n o f ownership, p r o v i d e d t h e v e h i c l e 
by w h i c h s t o l e n ^ k o i n a ' were t r a n s m i t t e d t o and 
accumulated i n t h e hands o f a few. He r e j e c t e d t h e v e r y 
f a m i l i a r p o s i t i o n o f t h e w e a l t h y t h a t t h e poor were poor 
because t h e y d i d n o t work. 
C. A v i l a says t h a t Chrysostom's, and indeed t h e 
P a t r i s t i c , defence o f t h e poor o f f e n d e d and angered t h e 
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upper c l a s s e s of the l a t e r Roman Empire. Chrysostom and 
other F a t h e r s declared that owners had the luxury of 
i d l e n e s s because they made t h e i r tenants and s l a v e s 
produce surpl u s e s f o r t h e i r accumulation and l a v i s h 
consumption. 
On the other hand, the dispossessed had the shame of 
i d l e n e s s because t h e i r t a l e n t s and energy had no access 
to the n a t u r a l and s o c i a l wealth which had been 
expropriated ( l e g a l l y , of course) by the wealthy few. 
Chrysostom was c a r e f u l not to r e j e c t a work e t h i c 
a l t o g e t h e r . I n f a c t . P a t r i s t i c thought ge n e r a l l y 
emphasised t h a t people are c a l l e d by God to be "co-
c r e a t o r s ; " and Chrysostom, f o r h i s part, a r r e s t i n g l y 
pointed out t h a t the c h i l d r e n of the r i c h , too, need a 
chance to co-create - to produce for themselves and f o r 
ot h e r s , and not be condemned to wallow i n the wealth 
which a p r i v a t e ownership system handed down to them, as 
mentioned i n h i s seventh homily on Romans. (MPG 60:453). 
S t . John Chrysostom i s not alone i n a t t a c k i n g the easy 
wealth of i n h e r i t a n c e , S t . Augustine says: "For you do 
not e n t r u s t your c h i l d r e n to your patrimony b e t t e r than 
to your Creator . . . Why does such a one not give alms? 
Because he i s saving f o r h i s children."*^ 
IV THEOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING ST. JOHN 
CHRYSOSTOM'S TEACHING 
The T h e o l o g i c a l p r i n c i p l e s underlying Chrysostom's 
te a c h i n g flow n a t u r a l l y from h i s understanding of the 
Church as the Body of C h r i s t . His Theological p r i n c i p l e s 
are never a b s t r a c t t h e o r e t i c a l formulations but are 
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always explained with d e s c r i p t i v e and imaginative 
analogies and immediate p r a c t i c a l a p p l i c a t i o n s . 
S t . Paul had spoken of the union between C h r i s t and His 
D i s c i p l e s . Each of them i s a member of C h r i s t ( I 
C o r i n t h i a n s , 6:15); together they form the Body of C h r i s t 
(Ephesians, 4:16); as a corporate unity they are simply 
termed C h r i s t ( I C o r i n t h i a n s , 12:12). As a human body i s 
organised, each j o i n t and muscle having i t s own function, 
y e t each c o n t r i b u t i n g to the union of the complex whole, 
so too the C h r i s t i a n s o c i e t y i s a body "compacted and 
f i r m l y j o i n e d together by t h a t which every part 
s u p p l i e t h " (Ephesians, 4:16), while a l l the parts depend 
on C h r i s t t h e i r head.^" 
The concept of the Church of the Body of C h r i s t was used 
a l o t by the F a t h e r s . For example, S t . Augustine says i n 
h i s commentary on Psalms 29:2, 5: " A l l mankind i s i n 
C h r i s t one man, and the unity of C h r i s t i a n s i s one Man." 
Augustine a l s o says i n h i s commentary on Psalm 127,1,3: 
" C h r i s t i s t h e r e f o r e one Man, i n h i s commentary on Psalm 
26:2: "We are a l l i n Him both C h r i s t ' s and C h r i s t , s i n c e 
i n some manner the whole C h r i s t i s the Head and the 
Body."" 
I n the Church as i n a body there i s a s o l i d a r i t y among 
members. So i t follows t h a t one should not misjudge 
one's wealth and should i n s t e a d help the poor because 
they are our co-members i n the Body of C h r i s t . To 
emphasize the awesomeness of t h i s Body of C h r i s t , 
Chrysostom compares i t with the a l t a r of stone i n the 
Church which becomes holy and worthy of honour because i t 
r e c e i v e s C h r i s t ' s Body. The poor, s u f f e r i n g and 
d e s t i t u t e , those whom one can see " l y i n g everywhere both 
i n l a n e s and i n market p l a c e s " - t h i s i s an even h o l i e r 
and more awesome a l t a r because " i t i s C h r i s t ' s Body," ". 
. . and you may s a c r i f i c e on i t every hour, for on t h i s , 
too, i s s a c r i f i c e performed. "^ ^ 
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Chrysostom uses t h i s same comparison when he rebukes the 
C h r i s t i a n s on t h e i r neglect of the poor. "You honour 
indeed t h i s a l t a r because i t r e c e i v e s C h r i s t ' s Body, but 
him t h a t i s himself the Body of C h r i s t you t r e a t with 
scorn, and when p e r i s h i n g , you neglect."^' One's a c t s of 
kindness and almsgiving to the poor w i l l ascend as the 
smoke of s a c r i f i c e before the very throne of the king. 
Every beggar t h a t one meets, Chrysostom t e l l s us, should 
make us think of an a l t a r and t h i s should not only 
prevent us from i n s u l t i n g the poor man, but should make 
us reverence him.''® 
I t f o llows then t h a t whatever one does fo r another oneis 
r e a l l y doing f o r C h r i s t Himself, s i n c e the poor and needy 
belong to His Body and are His Members.*' This 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n between C h r i s t and His poor s u f f e r i n g 
members i s r e f e r r e d to frequently throughout Chrysostom's 
h o m i l i e s . For example: 
"Your dog i s fed to f u l l n e s s while C h r i s t wastes with 
hunger. "^ ° 
"When C h r i s t i s famishing, do you so r e v e l i n luxury?"^^ 
" C h r i s t has nowhere to lodge, but goes about as a 
s t r a n g e r , and naked and hungry, and you s e t up houses out 
of town, and baths and t e r r a c e s and chambers without 
number, i n thoughtless v a n i t y : and to C h r i s t you give not 
even a share of a l i t t l e hut."" 
Thus the root and ground of t h i s c h a r i t y to our f e l l o w 
members i s C h r i s t Himself. I f one t r u l y loves C h r i s t one 
w i l l love others as He did, one w i l l become l i k e Him. 
Our love f o r others w i l l never waver because i t w i l l be 
founded on C h r i s t as i t s u n f a i l i n g source. "Though he be 
hated, though he be i n s u l t e d , though he be s l a i n , a 
C h r i s t i a n continues to love, having as s u f f i c i e n t ground 
f o r h i s love, C h r i s t . Therefore he stands s t e a d f a s t , 
f i r m , not to be over-thrown, looking unto Him."^^ 
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I n the Greek and Roman c l a s s i c a l world, where the 
predominant motive i m p e l l i n g people to give to those l e s s 
f o rtunate than they, would be the a c q u i s i t i o n of honour, 
r e p u t a t i o n as a generous benefactor, the strengthening of 
the bonds of f r i e n d s h i p , or the d e s i r e to achieve a 
c e r t a i n immortality, Chrysostom witnesses strongly to the 
very essence of t r u e C h r i s t i a n charity.^* 
T h i s mandate to care f o r those i n need extends beyond 
"those who are of the household of the f a i t h " ( G a l a t i a n s 
10:6). " I f you see anyone i n a f f l i c t i o n , " Chrysostom 
t e l l s us, "do not be curious to enquire f u r t h e r about who 
he i s . His being i n a f f l i c t i o n i s a j u s t c l a i m on your 
a i d . He i s God's, be he heathen or be he Jew, s i n c e even 
i f he i s an unbeliever, s t i l l he needs help."^^ 
Moreover, (an argument of Chrysostom's that I have 
mentioned i n the previous chapter) "we are a l l formed 
with the same eyes, the same body, the same soul, the 
same s t r u c t u r e i n a l l r e s p e c t s , a l l things from the 
e a r t h , a l l men from one man, and a l l i n the same 
h a b i t a t i o n . "^ ^ Thus the u n i t y and s o l i d a r i t y of a l l men 
i n Adam become fo r Chrysostom the b a s i s f o r a u n i v e r s a l 
love and c h a r i t y . Though another man be n e i t h e r a f r i e n d 
nor a r e l a t i o n , y et he i s a man who shares the same 
nature with us, possesses the same Lord, i s our fe l l o w -
s e r v a n t , and fellow-sojourner, for he i s born i n the same 
world."" 
Chrysostom exhorts C h r i s t i a n s not only to share what they 
have but a c t u a l l y to search f o r the means of being u s e f u l 
t o o t h e r s . M a t e r i a l c h a r i t y imposes i t s e l f on a 
C h r i s t i a n as a d a i l y t a s k because our neighbour i s often 
badly i n need of the most e s s e n t i a l things - food, 
c l o t h i n g , lodging, remedies, a s s i s t a n c e i n other matters: 
" I t i s not enough to come to the Church to say a few 
p r a y e r s , or even to f a s t and put on s l a c k - c l o t h and 
ashes, one must e x h i b i t works, acquaint ourselves with 
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the mass of woes, look upon the naked, the hungry, the 
wronged."^' Love should f i n d expression i n our care f o r 
the poor members of the Body of C h r i s t . John Chrysostom 
was concerned to help h i s hearers perform a loving 
gesture to soothe t h e i r conscience. They must have true 
compassion towards those who are weak, and give of the 
f r u i t of t h e i r t o i l and hardship.^" Also i t was of no 
consequence to Chrysostom i f the poor person who begged 
f o r h i s help r e a l l y deserved i t or not. R e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
l a y w ith the poor not to accept what they did not need." 
Neither should one give with a view of g e t t i n g a r e t u r n 
some day f o r i t i s more j o y f u l to give than to r e c e i v e . 
Love f o r a neighbour means to give to him, i n s t e a d of 
r e c e i v i n g from him." I n f a c t the best assurance t h a t one 
w i l l avoid what may even be unconscious expectations i n 
t h i s regard i s to give to one who i s incapable of g i v i n g 
i n r e t u r n . Thus the concept of C h r i s t i a n love was 
fundamental to the teaching of Chrysostom. 
V THE MISUSE OF WEALTH: SELFISH LUXURY 
S e l f i s h n e s s and luxurious l i v i n g rank at the top of 
Chrysostom's l i s t of misuse of wealth. Included i n the 
term " s e l f i s h n e s s " are the s i n s of covetousness and 
i g n o r i n g the poor. Covetousness speaks of a person's 
d e s i r e f o r more wealth, no matter where i t comes from or 
what i t r e q u i r e s . Chrysostom describes the fundamental 
problem with t h i s a t t i t u d e : "For he that loves gold w i l l 
not love h i s neighbour; yet we, for the Kingdom's sake 
are bidden to love even our enemies . . . He that loves 
money, not only w i l l not love h i s enemies, but w i l l even 
t r e a t h i s f r i e n d s as enemies." (Homily 87, 3 on the 
Gospel of S t . John). 
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A) Covetousness 
The A r i s t o t e l i a n philosopher Boethius ( c . 480-524) had 
w i s e l y observed t h a t "greed i s never s a t i s f i e d " and th a t 
"wealth cannot remove want." Wealth tends to create a 
p e r s i s t e n t d e s i r e f o r more wealth, which i s never quite 
adequately f u l f i l l e d . Greed always wants more because i t 
l i v e s out of d e s i r e . What d e s i r e means i s that one l a c k s 
something. U n t i l one deals with the problem of d e s i r e 
one had not d e a l t with the problem of happiness. Money 
does not solve the problem of d e s i r e . Money tends to 
d e l i v e r a continuing, and even increased d e s i r e for more 
t h i n g s . " 
John Chrysostom t r e a t e d t h i s p s y c h o l o g i c a l syndrome i n an 
extremely s u b t l e and c l e a r way. What caused pleasure, he 
argued, does not l i e i n the object of pleasure i t s e l f , 
but i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p t h a t one has to the object. So 
the d i s p o s i t i o n of the r e c i p i e n t of pleasure i s c r u c i a l l y 
important i n whether i t i s experienced as plea s u r a b l e . 
For example, i f one comes to a t a b l e hungry, the food 
t a s t e s b e t t e r . I n f a c t , the p l a i n e s t food obviously 
t a s t e s b e t t e r when one i s hungry than a gourmet dinner 
when one i s not. The wealthy tend to mistake t h i s 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l paradox. They may continue to s t u f f 
themselves with d e l i c a c i e s without ever becoming hungry, 
to spread f i n e condiments, d e l i c a c i e s and "a thousand 
e x q u i s i t e preparations f o r the pa l a t e " c o n s t a n t l y before 
them, y e t with l i t t l e sensation of pleasure, because 
t h e i r a p p e t i t e i s not e x c i t e d by hunger. The i r o n i c 
c o n c l u s i o n : one must experience hunger i f one i s going to 
enjoy the pleasure of eating (John Chrysostom, Homily I I 
on the S t a t u e s ) . Holy S c r i p t u r e had already grasped t h i s 
s u b t l e point: "A man f u l l fed re f u s e s honey but even 
b i t t e r food t a s t e s sweet to a hungry man" (Proverbs 
27:7) . 
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John Chrysostom's exegesis of 1 Timothy, 6, and h i s 
second homily on the Statues c o n s t i t u t e a s e l f -
examination f o r the wealthy. For those who labour for 
wealth alone and t r u s t i n i t s power, making i t t h e i r god, 
"the labour i s c e r t a i n but enjoyment i s uncertain." 
Chrysostom was f a s c i n a t e d by the psychology of 
covetousness, e s p e c i a l l y the r e l a t i o n s h i p of pride and 
f i n a n c i a l power. "The covetous man i s not r i c h ; he i s i n 
want of many thin g s , and while he needs many things he 
can never be r i c h . The covetous man i s a keeper, not a 
master, of wealth, a s l a v e , not a l o r d . " The t r u l y r i c h 
person " i s not one who i s i n possession of much, but one 
who gives much. Abraham was r i c h , but he was not 
covetous; f o r he turned not h i s thoughts to the house of 
t h i s man, nor prided i n the wealth of that man; but going 
out he looked around wherever there chanced to be a 
str a n g e r , or a poor man, i n order t h a t he might succour 
poverty, and h o s p i t a l i t y e n t e r t a i n the t r a v e l l e r " (Homily 
I I , 15 on the S t a t u e s ) . 
According to S t . John Chrysostom what w i l l lead one to 
ac q u i r e v i r t u e and l i v e f o r the common good i s f i r s t l y 
t h a t one has to be r e c e p t i v e to i n s t r u c t i o n , to God's 
Grace. One needs to come to acknowledge what i s good. 
Consequently one needs to understand the r e a l meaning of 
wealth and poverty. He makes a s t a r t l i n g statement about 
r i c h e s : 
"The r i c h man i s not the one who has c o l l e c t e d many 
possessions but the one who needs few possessions; 
and the poor man i s not the one who has no 
pos s e s s i o n s , but the one who has many d e s i r e s . We 
ought to consider t h i s the d e f i n i t i o n of poverty and 
wealth. So i f you see someone greedy f o r many 
th i n g s , you should consider him the poorest of a l l , 
even i f he has acquired everyone's money."^* 
What Chrysostom means here i s that i f one d e s i r e s one 
t h i n g a f t e r another, then that person i s going to be 
poor. T h i s i s a hard l e s s o n for people growing up today 
who want many th i n g s . Unfortunately many people are 
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never s a t i s f i e d with what they have got and they always 
t h i n k t h a t somebody e l s e has something b e t t e r . 
J . B. Benestad^^ d i s c u s s e s the emancipation of d e s i r e . He 
quotes two philosophers, Locke and Rousseau and compares 
them to Chrysostom. Locke, says Benestad, argued that 
people produce p u b l i c b e n e f i t s by t r y i n g to get a l l they 
can f o r themselves. Rousseau argued that one must l e a r n 
to moderate d e s i r e s , and have fewer d e s i r e s , because 
d e s i r e s never end. I f one takes the Lockean path, 
according to Rousseau, and t r y to acquire more and more 
t h i n g s , never attempting to s t i l l one's d e s i r e s , one i s 
not going to be happy. Rousseau, who wanted to bring 
happiness to people, argued t h a t one should have moderate 
d e s i r e s . Benestad^® says that Chrysostom made v i r t u a l l y 
the same comment: he argues that one of the ways of 
overcoming covetousness i s to avoid corrupt d e s i r e s . 
D e s i r e s as opposed to a c t i o n s . He says, "For t h i s reason 
I beg you not to accept a corrupt d e s i r e from i t s very 
beginning. I f we do accept i t , we must choke i t s seeds 
w i t h i n . But i f we are remiss even t h i s f a r , as the 
s i n f u l d e s i r e goes f o r t h i n t o a c t i o n , we must k i l l i t by 
c o n f e s s i o n and t e a r s , by accusing ourselves."^^ 
A l s o one should consider oneself fortunate i f one i s 
punished f o r one's misdeeds, so one can come to see the. 
e r r o r of one's ways. One should a l s o l e a r n when one sees 
other people punished around us, s u f f e r i n g for t h e i r 
misdeeds. I n any case, one should pay great a t t e n t i o n to 
our pangs of conscience. That kind of pain i n s t r u c t s us 
i n the ways of God. 
Indeed t h i s thought i s echoed by other F a t h e r s . For 
example, S t . C y r i l of Jerusalem says: "A great thing i s a 
f a i t h f u l man being r i c h e s t of a l l men. For to the 
f a i t h f u l man belongs the whole world of wealth, i n that 
he d i s d a i n s and tramples on i t . For they who i n 
appearance are r i c h , and have many possessions, are poor 
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i n s o u l ; s i n c e the more they gather, the more they pine 
with longing, f o r what i s s t i l l l a c k i n g . But the 
f a i t h f u l man, most strange paradox, i n poverty i s r i c h ; 
f o r knowing t h a t we need only food and raiment, and being 
th e r e w i t h content, he has trodden r i c h e s under foot."*® 
The covetous, s e l f i s h person r e f u s e s to share any 
po s s e s s i o n s with the poor and needy. As mentioned i n the 
l a s t chapter, Chrysostom says t h i s i s t h e f t s i n c e the 
wealth i s provided by God to help the poor.*' However, 
some people are not content to merely pass the poor by 
but use t h e i r wealth to s t r i p the poor of what l i t t l e 
t h i n g s they have l e f t . Chrysostom proclaims, "When we 
plunder, when we oppress those weaker than ourselves, we 
s h a l l draw down upon us s e v e r e s t punishment."'" He warns 
f u r t h e r t h a t the judgement day w i l l come as a t h i e f i n 
the night. Knowing t h i s , family members should exhort 
one another not to care f o r present things, but to d e s i r e 
those which are to come, e t e r n a l blessings."'^ 
B) Gluttony and Drunkenness 
An abuse of wealth t h a t John Chrysostom often saw as 
i l l u s t r a t i v e of the dehumanizing, c a r n a l nature of excess 
i n any form was gluttony. When food i s consumed above 
the l e v e l of need, John Chrysostom remarked "The i n c r e a s e 
of luxury i s but the m u l t i p l i c a t i o n of dung."''^ He 
pointed out with great i l l u s t r a t i v e f l o u r i s h t h at a l l 
t h a t i s i n c r e a s e d by excess consumption i s excrement. 
One's s p i r i t u a l d e s i r e s were lessened as one put over-
nourishment of the body ahead of any d e s i r e for food for 
the soul.'^ I n a d d i t i o n to d u l l i n g the sou l , gluttony 
a l s o clouded the mind and made men i r r a t i o n a l . ' * I t a l s o 
a f f e c t e d the body. I t was bad for health and caused 
disease.'* I n h i s t h i r t y - f i f t h homily on the Acts of the 
A p o s t l e s he v i v i d l y portrays for h i s audience a f a t 
g l u t t o n . One may think h i s d e s c r i p t i o n coarse but i t 
must be remembered t h a t Chrysostom did not care for 
99 
d e l i c a c y and elegance when he wished to pour contempt on 
a b e a s t l y v i c e . The passage shows the extent to which he 
held a glutton up to scorn: 
"To whom i s not the man disagreeable who makes 
ob e s i t y h i s study and drags himself about l i k e a 
s e a l l I speak not of those who are such by nature 
but of those who, n a t u r a l l y g r a c e f u l , have brought 
t h e i r bodies i n t o t h i s condition through luxurious 
l i v i n g . The sun has r i s e n , i t has darted everywhere 
i t s b r i l l i a n t r a y s , i t has roused everyone to h i s 
work; the t i l l e r has taken h i s hoe, the smith h i s 
hammer, each workman h i s proper t o o l ; the woman s e t s 
to work to spin or weave, while he, l i k e a hog, goes 
to the business of expensive t a b l e . When the sun 
has f i l l e d the market-place, and other men have 
already t i r e d themselves with work, he r i s e s from 
h i s bed, s t r e t c h i n g himself l i k e a f a t t i n g pig. 
Then he s i t s a long time on h i s couch to shake off 
the drunkenness of the previous evening, a f t e r which 
he adorns himself and walks out, a spe c t a c l e of 
u g l i n e s s , not so much l i k e a man as a man-shaped 
beast: h i s eyes rheumy from the e f f e c t of wine, 
while the miserable sou l , j u s t l i k e the lame^i^ 
unable to r i s e , bearing about i t s bulk of f l e s h l i k e 
an elephant." 
Drunkenness was another example of excess and, l i k e a l l 
the s i n s , a matter of choice. I t was "a self-chosen 
demon; i t e c l i p s e s reason, renders understanding barren, 
i t feeds i t s f u e l to our c a r n a l passions."^* Chrysostom's 
thoughts regarding excess i n general were applied i n t h i s 
a r e a . Excess was not of true C h r i s t i a n i t y and therefore 
dehumanized both men and women. I t attacked the e n t i r e 
being i n both body and so u l . I n the immaterial soul both 
the mind and the s p i r i t were a f f e c t e d ; the mind was 
clouded and the s p i r i t was turned from God. There were 
a l s o e f f e c t s i n the p h y s i c a l body that undermined 
s p i r i t u a l i t y . For example, exc e s s i v e alcohol consumed a t 
meals prevented one from g i v i n g thanks to God as one 
ought a f t e r e a t i n g from His provision.'' Excess q u i c k l y 
became compulsion and obsession: "When w i n e - t i p p l e r s get 
up each morning, they s t a r t t h e i r meddlesome probing to 
d i s c o v e r where they w i l l f i n d the day's drinking-bouts, 
c a r o u s a l s , p a r t i e s , r e v e l s , and drunken brawls; they busy 
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themselves searching f o r b o t t l e s , mixing bowls, and 
d r i n k i n g cups."'® 
THE MISUSE OF WEALTH: USURY 
Background on the teaching of usury 
The New Testament, the l i f e source of Chrysostom's 
r e f l e c t i o n s , makes no e x p l i c i t judgement on the morality 
of usury. I n t e r e s t i s evident only i n the two accounts 
of the parable of the t a l e n t s , i n S t . Matthew's Gospel 
25:27 and S t . Luke's Gospel 19:23. The c e n t r a l i s s u e of 
the parable i s the dramatic day of reckoning, and i n 
p a r t i c u l a r the p o s i t i o n of the s l o t h f u l servant whose 
complacency i s s t e r n l y rebuked." The d e t a i l s of the 
st o r y are a l l subordinated to t h i s c l i m a t i c scene and 
a c t u a l l y vary considerably i n the two versions.®" 
Rece i v i n g i n t e r e s t , a common p r a c t i c e i n the Graeco-
Roman world, i s simply incorporated i n t o the parable, 
without any statement e i t h e r for or against i t s 
m o r a l i t y . 
P o s i t i v e l y , however, the New Testament does recommend 
d i s i n t e r e s t e d c h a r i t y i n lending, even when there i s no 
hope of repayment ( S t . Luke's Gospel 6:34-35). Jesus 
urges h i s f o l l o w e r s , as the Old Testament had 
(Deuteronomy 15:3f), not to turn away from those who wish 
to borrow ( S t . Matthew's Gospel 5:42). 
Among the e a r l i e s t extant w r i t i n g s denouncing usury i n 
the Greek Church are those of S t . Clement of Alexandria 
(c.150-215). I n h i s Paedagogus (1,10:MPG 8, 364) S t . 
Clement presents the Logos as the tut o r who teaches new 
converts about the conduct of t h e i r l i v e s . The Logos 
aims to improve the so u l , to i n s t r u c t the C h r i s t i a n i n 
v i r t u e . He t r a i n s a l l those who are God's c h i l d r e n by 
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baptism i n the b a s i c p r i n c i p l e of love. The Logos was 
a c t i v e even under the Old Dispensation, which, though 
based on f e a r , d i d not exclude love, but r a t h e r prepared 
men f o r i t by educating them to pursue good and to avoid 
e v i l . He f u l f i l l e d His function as Tutor through the Law 
and the Prophets. Thus through E z e k i e l He s a i d : " . . . 
he s h a l l not lend h i s money at usury . . . " Quoting 
E z e k i e l chapter eighteen, v e r s e s four to nine, S t . 
Clement concludes t h a t the passage i s a prophetic 
d e s c r i p t i o n of the C h r i s t i a n l i f e . By following the 
p r o h i b i t i o n of usury, the newly baptized w i l l a t t a i n 
e t e r n a l happiness. 
I n the second book of h i s Stromateis (2,19; MPG 8,1014) 
S t . Clement takes up the usury question again. 
Attempting to show t h a t the Mosaic Law i s the source f o r 
a l l the moral teaching of the Greeks, he adduces the 
example of the Old Testament teaching on generosity and 
f e l l o w s h i p . He c i t e s the p r o h i b i t i o n of usury as an 
i n s t a n c e : 
"Regarding generosity and fel l o w s h i p , though much 
might be s a i d , l e t i t s u f f i c e to remark that the Law 
p r o h i b i t s a brother from taking usury: designating 
as a brother not only him who i s born of the same 
parents, but a l s o one of the same race and 
sentiments, and a p a r t i c i p a t o r i n the same Logos; 
deeming i t r i g h t not to take usury f o r money, but 
with open hands and heart to bestow on those who 
need . . . We now therefore understand that we are 
i n s t r u c t e d i n p i e t y , and i n l i b e r a l i t y , and i n 
j u s t i c e , and i n humanity by the Law." 
I n t h i s passage, as i n other p a r t s of the Stromateis, S t . 
Clement borrows a l o t from P h i l o . S t . Clement takes the 
l i n e s quoted above almost verbatim from P h i l o ' s De 
V i r t u t i b u s (14, 82-83). P h i l o , r e f l e c t i n g Jewish 
t r a d i t i o n on the point had attacked usury f i e r c e l y . I n 
f a c t P h i l o a l s o i n f l u e n c e d Origen, who i n turn influenced 
S t . Ambrose. But although Origen mentions usury i n h i s 
t h i r d homily on Psalm t h i r t y - s i x (MPG 12, 1347-1348), he 
says nothing c o n c l u s i v e on i t s morality. 
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T e r t u l l i a n ( c . 155- c 220), w r i t i n g around the beginning 
of the t h i r d century, gives i n d i r e c t witness to the 
p r o h i b i t i o n of usury. He does not t r e a t the problem as a 
whole, but takes i t up only i n passing to r e f u t e 
Marcion.®^ The l a t t e r preached the opposition of the Old 
Testament to the New. I n response, T e r t u l l i a n attempts 
to show the harmony between the Judaic Law and the 
Gospel. He uses the loan at i n t e r e s t as an example. 
Comparing S t . Luke's Gospel, 6:34, with E z e k i e l , 18:8; he 
s t a t e s t h a t the purpose of the Law l a i d down by E z e k i e l 
was to prepare f o r the Gospel, to lead men to the p e r f e c t 
d i s c i p l i n e of C h r i s t . The Old Testament prohibited 
i n t e r e s t ( f r a c t u s f o e n oris) i n order that men might more 
e a s i l y form the habit i f l o s i n g the p r i n c i p a l i t s e l f 
(ipsum foenus), according to Our Lord's words i n S t . 
Luke's Gospel, 6:34: " I f you lend to those from whom you 
hope to r e c e i v e i n r e t u r n , what reward s h a l l you have?" 
T e r t u l l i a n t r e a t s usury only obliquely i n h i s comparison 
of the two Testaments. I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h at he does 
not view the new law as a b o l i s h i n g the old, but as 
s u r p a s s i n g i t . I n h i s eyes not only does the p r o h i b i t i o n 
of usury remain, but i t i s now overshadowed by a c a l l 
t h a t goes beyond i t - not even to seek the p r i n c i p a l from 
one who i s i n need. 
S t . John Chrysostom took up the attack on usury i n h i s 
h o m i l i e s on Genesis and S t . Matthew's Gospel, given at 
Antioch around 388 and 390 r e s p e c t i v e l y . Chrysostom uses 
a very v a r i e d p h i l o s o p h i c a l and t h e o l o g i c a l approach. He 
attempts to show t h a t usury i s harmful to those who lend 
and those who borrow,®^ t h a t i t i s openly opposed to 
s a c r e d S c r i p t u r e s and t h a t i t thus endangers e t e r n a l 
salvation.®* L i k e S t . Gregory of Nyssa and S t . Ambrose, 
Chrysostom a l s o faces the problem of the a t t i t u d e of the 
c i v i l law toward usury.®^ 
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I n h i s f o r t y - f i r s t homily on Genesis he asks why usury i s 
forbidden.®^ I t i s prohibited, he answers, because i t 
i n f l i c t s great damage on both p a r t i e s . The debtor i s 
a f f l i c t e d with want, and the c r e d i t o r , though i n c r e a s i n g 
h i s r i c h e s , heaps up a multitude of s i n s . To corroborate 
h i s argument, Chrysostom c i t e s the p r o h i b i t i o n of usury 
i n Deuteronomy chapter twenty-three, verses twenty and 
twenty-one. He uses the t e x t s e c ondarily, however, s i n c e 
h i s main argument i s that usury i s forbidden because i t 
i s i n j u r i o u s to the poor and hence in v o l v e s s i n on the 
p a r t of the r i c h . The S c r i p t u r a l p r o h i b i t i o n flows from 
the e v i l s inherent i n the p r a c t i c e . One can see here a 
s i m i l a r i t y with S t . Gregory of Nyssa. He argues that the 
money-lender i n c r e a s e s the need of the borrower r a t h e r 
than diminishing i t . " " I f there were not such a great 
multitude of u s u r e r s , " he w r i t e s , "there would not be 
such a crowd of poor people."®® S t . Gregory a l s o o u t l i n e s 
the grave s o c i a l consequences that usury e n t a i l s : 
m u l t i p l i c a t i o n of the poor, r u i n of homes, occasion f o r 
d e c e i t and debauchery.®' He describes how many, steeped 
i n misery and d e s p a i r have k i l l e d themselves under the 
burden of usury. S t . Gregory asks the usurer to face h i s 
coming judge: 
"What w i l l you answer when accused by the Judge who 
cannot be bribed, when He says to you, ^You had the 
Law, the Prophets, the precepts of the Gospel. You 
heard them a l l together c r y i n g out with one voice 
f o r c h a r i t y and humanity: "You s h a l l not be a usurer 
to your brother" (Deuteronomy 23:20), or i n another 
p l a c e , "He d i d not lend at usury" (Psalm 14:5), or 
again " I f you lend to your brother, you s h a l l not 
oppress him (Exodus 22:25)?' " 
I n h i s f i f t y - s i x t h homily on S t . Matthew's Gospel'" 
Chrysostom takes up what must have been a touchy question 
a t Antioch. He s t a t e s t hat he knows that many would 
p r e f e r him to be s i l e n t but that he must speak 
nonetheless.'^ I t i s evident from h i s s i x t y - f i r s t homily'^ 
t h a t t here were those i n Antioch who could "think up new 
types of usury which not even the laws of the G e n t i l e s 
would permit," who charged exorbitant r a t e s and 
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oppressed those who needed help for supporting t h e i r 
wives and f a m i l i e s . 
"Those who are forbidden to accumulate money even 
from j u s t labour and, even more, are commanded to 
open t h e i r hands to the poor - those are growing 
r i c h from the poverty of o t h e r s . " " 
Chrysostom was w e l l aware of the permissive i m p e r i a l 
a t t i t u d e toward i n t e r e s t - t a k i n g . He f i e l d s the o b j e c t i o n 
t h a t the c i v i l law allowed usury,'* r e t o r t i n g t hat even a 
p u b l i c a n may keep the e x t e r n a l law but s t i l l be worthy of 
punishment. So too the c r e d i t o r w i l l be punished unless 
he stops oppressing the poor and p r o f i t i n g from t h e i r 
poverty. Money i s f o r a l l e v i a t i n g poverty, not f o r 
aggravating i t . The c r e d i t o r should not labour f o r the 
^antesima' (the l e g a l p r o f i t on a l o a n ) , but f o r e t e r n a l 
l i f e . As a comparison S t . Ambrose too condemns the l e g a l 
""centesima''^ as w e l l as i l l e g a l anatocism'* (anatocism 
being the p r a c t i c e of taking i n t e r e s t on i n t e r e s t : e a s i l y 
manipulated by adding the unpaid i n t e r e s t to the unpaid 
c a p i t a l and using the sum as the base f o r the next 
i n t e r e s t payment.) Also Ambrose disapproves of a l l kinds 
of i n t e r e s t , whether of money, produce or anything e l s e . " 
F i n a l l y , he exhorts to a generosity that goes beyond the 
law.'® 
I n another argument Chrysostom uses the c i v i l law to 
b o l s t e r h i s stand. A contemporary s e r i e s of l e g a l 
enactments was seeking to l i m i t i n t e r e s t - t a k i n g by ^ v i r i 
i l l u s t r e s ' . Taking t h i s f a c t i n t o account, Chrysostom 
n o t e s " t h a t even the e x t e r i o r law regards usury as 
extreme i n s o l e n c e and so forbids i t to c e r t a i n 
d i g n i t a r i e s , e s p e c i a l l y to senators ( c f . Cod. Theod. 2, 
33, 3 ) . I f Roman l e g i s l a t o r s so honour t h e i r senators, 
how much more should C h r i s t i a n s honour there fellow-
c i t i z e n s i n the heavenly c i t y . 
Chrysostom takes up the obvious objection t h a t debtors 
are g r a t e f u l to get a loan and that some are quite 
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w i l l i n g to pay i n t e r e s t . H e counters t h a t t h i s happens 
only because of the inhumanity of c r e d i t o r s . I f they 
o f f e r e d loans f r e e of i n t e r e s t , debtors would not be 
reduced to f e i g n i n g g r a t i t u d e . To those who w i l l not 
lend u n l e s s they r e c e i v e recompense, Chrysostom r e c a l l s 
Deuteronomy chapter f i f t e e n . L a t e r he adds S t . Luke's 
Gospel 6:35 to c l i n c h the argument. 
I n h i s t h i r t e e n t h homily on the f i r s t e p i s t l e to the 
C o r i n t h i a n s (MPG 61, 113-114), a l s o w r i t t e n a t Antioch, 
Chrysostom uses a p s y c h o l o g i c a l argument aimed at the 
u s u r e r ' s sense of honour. Money i s not s i n f u l , he 
begins, but i t i s s i n f u l not to d i s t r i b u t e money to the 
poor. God made nothing e v i l , so money i s good as long as 
i t does not dominate i t s possessors and i s used to 
a l l e v i a t e poverty. The man who i s r i c h must not seek to 
r e c e i v e from others, but must r a t h e r give to them. 
". . .what i s considered more d i s g r a c e f u l , to beg of 
the r i c h or of the poor? Everyone sees the answer 
at once, I suppose - of the poor. Now t h i s , i f you 
n o t i c e , i s what the r i c h do; f o r they do not dare to 
apply to those who are r i c h e r than themselves. 
Those who beg, on the other hand, do so of the 
wealthy, f o r one beggar asks not alms of another, 
but of a r i c h man. Yet the r i c h man t e a r s the poor 
i n p i e c e s . Again t e l l me, which i s the more 
d i g n i f i e d , to r e c e i v e from those who are w i l l i n g and 
are obliged to you, or when men are u n w i l l i n g , to 
d i s t u r b and compel them? C l e a r l y not to trouble 
those who are u n w i l l i n g . But t h i s a l s o the r i c h 
do."^°2 
Chrysostom r e t u r n s to the subj e c t i n a homily given at 
Constantinople.^"^ Here he d e s c r i b e s the usurer as worse 
than a t h i e f or house-breaker. Unlike the usurer, the 
t h i e f a t l e a s t goes about h i s work i n f e a r and trembling, 
as one who i s ashamed to s i n . But the usurer, more l i k e 
a t y r a n t , stands i n the market-place i n broad d a y l i g h t , 
haggling f o r g r e a t e r gains. He climbs no w a l l s , he puts 
out no l i g h t s , but before everyone he embarrasses the 
debtor, f o r c e s him to l a y bare whatever he has and 
v i o l e n t l y seeks to take away h i s goods. One can again 
see a s i m i l a r i t y with S t . Gregory of Nyssa. Both S t . 
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Gregory's Fourth Homily on E c c l e s i a s t e s and h i s Against 
Usury, a t t a c k usury from the c r e d i t o r ' s point of view. 
The c r e d i t o r who lends at i n t e r e s t i s l i t t l e b e t t e r to 
Gregory than the t h i e f who breaks i n t o homes, though 
perhaps h i s methods are smoother. Both the t h i e f and the 
u s u r e r take away what belongs to others, whether men c a l l 
t h a t robbery or i n t e r e s t - t a k i n g or anything e l s e . " ^ S t . 
Gregory d e s c r i b e s the torments that the usurer himself 
undergoes. He c o n t i n u a l l y f e a r s about not being paid, 
even i f the borrower i s wealthy, f o r fortunes can soon 
v a n i s h . He experiences even greater anguish when he 
lends to merchants, s i n c e h i s r i s k i s greater. He 
watches the debtor anxiously as the date of repayment 
approaches. "Fathers do not r e j o i c e as much at the b i r t h 
of c h i l d r e n , " S t . Gregory s t a t e s s c o r n f u l l y , "as usurers 
do a t the end of the month. 
To sum up t h i s s e c t i o n , Chrysostom saw the Old Testament 
p r o h i b i t i o n as s t i l l binding. He c i t e s Deuteronomy 15 
and 23:20-21. He a l s o c i t e s S t . Luke's Gospel 6:34-35, 
but i n r e l a t i o n s h i p to the Old Testament (as f u l f i l l i n g 
the Law r a t h e r than destroying i t " ) . Chrysostom t r e a t e d 
usury i n the context of oppression of the poor, though 
he a p p l i e d the p r o h i b i t i o n quite g e n e r a l l y even to cases 
where the poor were not involved. Although usury may 
have been l e g a l during the time of Chrysostom, he 
condemns i t n e v e r t h e l e s s . 
As Chrysostom preached against wrongful use of wealth he 
attempted, a t times u n s u c c e s s f u l l y , notes R.A. Krupp,"* 
to maintain h i s stance t h a t the abuse of wealth, not i t s 
p o s s e s s i o n , was s i n (as mentioned i n chapter 1 ) . 
C h r i s t i a n s should never be s e l f - i n d u l g e n t with what has 
been ent r u s t e d to them by God^°^ s i n c e , a f t e r a l l , (as 
a l s o mentioned i n chapter 1) they are stewards of t h e i r 
wealth. Money should be used f o r e t e r n a l gain. I n 
a d d i t i o n to g i v i n g i t to others, i t can be i n v e s t e d 
s t r a t e g i c a l l y f o r the Kingdom of God. C h r i s t i a n s , 
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according to Chrysostom, must use t h e i r wealth to b e n e f i t 
others and always c o n t r o l i t and not l e t i t c o n t r o l 
thein.^°^ 
Wealth t h a t was not used to f u r t h e r the work of the 
Church or to meet b a s i c needs turned against the one who 
hel d on to i t wrongly. Wealth held i n t h i s way clouded 
the mind and blocked the f u l l a p p r e c i a t i o n of s p i r i t u a l 
t h i n g s . A f t e r complaining on the i m p r a c t i c a l i t y of s i l k 
shoe l a c e s because the wearing of them focuses the 
a t t e n t i o n of the wearer of them on the ground so he can 
avoid s o i l i n g h i s t r e a s u r e d l a c e s i n s t e a d of focusing on 
the Kingdom of Heaven, John suggested that the shoes 
could be worn around the neck or on the head so they w i l l 
not be s o i l e d . When the response was laughter, he 
answered t h a t he was i n c l i n e d to weep for t h e i r madness 
because they would r a t h e r s o i l t h e i r bodies than t h e i r 
shoes, t o t a l l y l o s i n g the f u n c t i o n a l i t y , and hence, the 
r a t i o n a l i t y of c l o t h e s . " ' 
Chrysostom argues t h a t r i c h people who abused t h e i r 
wealth made the poor s u f f e r . T h e i r money, he t o l d the 
r i c h , was " t a i n t e d , " derived from dishonest business, the 
misfortune of others, cornering the crops i n bad harvest, 
t a k i n g i n t e r e s t on loans, grinding the faces of the poor 
and oppressing widows and orphans. Chrysostom had no 
doubt t h a t the d e s i r e f o r money i s the root of a l l e v i l . 
What the a p p e t i t e f o r more wealth does fo r the r i c h , the 
need to earn a bare subsistence does fo r the poor. 
Chrysostom i n t r i n s i c a l l y connected the a f t e r - l i f e with 
almsgiving and abusing wealth (as w i l l be more f u l l y seen 
i n chapter 3 ) . He a l s o preached that wealth i s always 
accumulated a t another's expense. He exhorted h i s 
audience to i n v e s t i n the Kingdom of Heaven because there 
"our wealth comes not from another's loss."^^° 
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The very wealthy contemporary with Chrysostom were so 
i n t e r e s t e d i n b u i l d i n g l a r g e r fortunes t h a t they refused 
to even glance a t the poor and the needy. Chrysostom 
lamented t h a t t h i s c r u e l t y i s the worse kind of 
wickedness; i t i s very inhumane behaviour.^^^ The t r a g i c 
consequences are th a t such a person bent on gaining 
wealth f o r him or h e r s e l f "knows no kindred, remembers 
not companionship, reverences not age, has no f r i e n d . "^ ^^  
T h i s person w i l l never be able to use h i s or her r i c h e s 
because there w i l l always be the anxiety to gain more."^ 
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CHAPTER THREE 
THE AFTER-LIFE AND THE USE AND MISUSE OF WEALTH; THE 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHRYSOSTOM'S TEACHING AND COMMUNISM 
AND SOCIALISM 
I . THE AFTER L I F E 
A) The Surety of God's J u s t i c e 
When Chrysostom commented on the Priesthood of C h r i s t as 
expressed i n the fourth chapter of S t . Paul's E p i s t l e to 
the Hebrews, he followed S t . Paul i n exhorting h i s 
l i s t e n e r s to hold f a s t to t h e i r p r o f e s s i o n . He then 
i d e n t i f i e d the p r o f e s s i o n of the C h r i s t i a n as the b e l i e f 
i n the "Resurrection, t h a t there i s r e t r i b u t i o n , that 
there are good things innumerable, that C h r i s t i s God and 
t h a t the Father i s r i g h t . " ^ A rec u r r e n t theme i n 
Chrysostom's preaching i s the need to prepare i n t h i s 
l i f e f o r the l i f e to come. We w i l l a l l face God when we 
depart and we must be prepared to face Him and His 
judgement.^ 
The c l e a r i m p l i c a t i o n of Chrysostom's understanding of 
the b a s i c C h r i s t i a n p r o f e s s i o n f o r h i s audience was that 
they must be sure to depart t h i s l i f e i n righteousness.^ 
I f the C h r i s t i a n departed a f t e r baptism but i n s i n , 
he/she would r e c e i v e no rewards i n the e t e r n a l Kingdom 
and would have desp a i r and sadness i n Heaven.* We must 
a l s o keep a Heaven-centred righteousness. I f C h r i s t i a n s 
r e c e i v e rewards f o r t h e i r a c t s of s e r v i c e f o r God here on 
e a r t h , then t h e i r reward i n the Presence of God w i l l be 
diminished.^ 
C h r i s t i a n s , according to Chrysostom, must l i v e i n the 
l i g h t of e t e r n i t y and l a y up t r e a s u r e i n the e t e r n a l 
Kingdom. They can i n v e s t i n t h i s Kingdom by giving to 
the poor and pursuing v i r t u e . The rewards which are 
a v a i l a b l e i n the Kingdom of Heaven are greater than those 
t h a t can be earned i n the s e r v i c e of any king on earth.* 
Indeed, i n Homily 1,12 on the Gospel of S t . Matthew, 
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Chrysostom often a s s e r t s t h at i t i s important for 
C h r i s t i a n s to keep t h e i r eyes on that f e a r f u l day of 
judgement. S t . Paul l i v e d i n a heavenly manner on earth 
and the C h r i s t i a n who l i v e s i n t h i s l i g h t should not 
fea r . ^ Chrysostom w r e s t l e d with these two, seemingly 
c o n t r a d i c t o r y , b e l i e f s : F i r s t , C h r i s t i a n s must d i l i g e n t l y 
work out t h e i r s a l v a t i o n i f they are to enter the Kingdom 
of God, second, t h a t C h r i s t i a n s should not f e a r . He saw 
S t . Paul's s t r u g g l e i n h i s own l i f e and concluded that 
the duty of each C h r i s t i a n was to l i v e i n a righteous 
manner and to commit t h e i r e t e r n a l future to God, the 
righteous Judge. He noted there was good and bad i n a l l 
and God w i l l reward each.® 
For Chrysostom, the present i s sweet only to those with 
no Heavenly perspective.' He proclaimed to an audience 
t h a t included the very r i c h and the very poor that the 
dwellings of the righteous i n the Kingdom of Heaven would 
surpass the palaces of the r i c h i n t h i s world." An 
e t e r n a l p e r s p e c t i v e l i f t s the C h r i s t i a n ' s eyes off the 
present circumstances and looks at the one enduring 
question: What i s a person's s t a t u s before God? We 
should not g r i e v e f o r the dead and have joy f o r the 
l i v i n g but should r a t h e r focus on whether they are saved 
from t h e i r sins.^^ For Chrysostom, excess g r i e f at a 
f u n e r a l b e l i e d a hope of the R e s u r r e c t i o n . " 
C h r i s t ' s r e t u r n to the earth w i l l be preceded by a 
forerunner as was His f i r s t C o m i n g . T h e endtimes w i l l 
be an e r a dominated by the A n t i c h r i s t , of whom Nero was a 
type.^* The A n t i c h r i s t w i l l be destroyed as God revealed 
t o the prophet D a n i e l . Chrysostom be l i e v e d the four 
kingdoms t h a t f i g u r e d i n the prophecy of Daniel were the 
Babylonians, P e r s i a n s , Greeks and Romans. 
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B) The R e a l i t y of Heaven and H e l l 
While S t . John's Chrysostom was a p r i e s t i n Antioch ( c . 
388), he d e l i v e r e d a s e r i e s of sermons on the parable of 
Lazarus and the Rich Man ( S t . Luke's Gospel 16:19-31). 
Throughout the sermons runs the theme of reward and 
punishment. A l l persons do both good and e v i l i n t h e i r 
l i v e s , and a j u s t God r e q u i t e s everyone accordingly. 
E v i l w i l l be punished and good rewarded.^* 
I n the parable the r i c h man i s enjoying the reward which 
he deserves f o r the good which he has done. S i m i l a r l y , 
Lazarus i s experiencing the punishment he deserves f o r 
the e v i l which he has committed. As the ultimate destiny 
of both men suggests, however, present circumstances are 
not n e c e s s a r i l y i n d i c a t i v e of what i s to come. I n t h i s 
l i f e , i n the next, or i n both, the p r i c e must be paid for 
one's i n e v i t a b l e s i n f u l n e s s . I f i t i s not paid on earth, 
e t e r n i t y w i l l be spent i n u n a l l e v i a t e d r e t r i b u t i o n . On 
the other hand, to l i v e a l i f e of a f f l i c t i o n now, i f the 
a f f l i c t i o n i s r i g h t l y endured, mitigates or even 
supersedes the purgative process of e t e r n i t y . One has 
paid the debt to s i n on t h i s e a r t h and i s freed to enjoy 
b e a t i t u d e . " 
The warning to the r i c h i s harsh and uncompromising. 
They should tu r n from t h e i r indulgence i n luxury to a 
l i f e of repentance and de p r i v a t i o n . Self-condemnation, 
c o n f e s s i o n and alms-giving, even voluntary poverty, w i l l 
help to purge t h e i r s i n f u l n e s s p r i o r to the judgement and 
win a reward i n e t e r n i t y . The comfort for the poor i s 
e q u a l l y a u s t e r e . I f they w i l l accept t h e i r s u f f e r i n g s 
now i n the s p i r i t i n which Lazarus had accepted h i s , 
t h e i r pain w i l l p u r i f y them f o r the enjoyment of l i f e i n 
the world to come." 
Again, a r e c u r r e n t theme i n the works of Chrysostom i s 
h i s i n s i s t e n c e t h a t the s i n of the r i c h man i n the 
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parable was not the mere possession of wealth but the 
misuse of i t . I n f a c t , God had given him a l l that he 
had. As i n the case of a l l wealthy persons, he was 
merely a steward of the Lord's bounty, and h i s 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y was to use that bounty to care for the 
poor. His f a i l u r e c o n s i s t e d i n h i s misappropriation of 
the wealth f o r h i s own s e l f - i n d u l g e n c e . He had scorned 
the c r i e s of the poor. Yet i f r i c h e s i n themselves do 
not c o n s t i t u t e s i n f u l n e s s , n e i t h e r does poverty 
c o n s t i t u t e righteousness. Lazarus was rewarded by God 
not because he was poor but because of h i s p a t i e n t 
endurance of t h a t poverty.^" 
Chrysostom's seemingly c e n t r a l focus on h e l l and i t s 
punishments and the judgement awaiting a l l people must be 
balanced with another theme of h i s preaching. This theme 
was t h a t being r e j e c t e d by God and not going e t e r n a l l y 
i n t o His Presence was worse fo r those who had l e d an 
unrighteous and u n c h a r i t a b l e l i f e than the a c t u a l 
torments of h e l l . 
"Now I know th a t many tremble only at h e l l , but I 
a f f i r m the l o s s of t h a t glory to be a f a r greater 
punishment than h e l l . . . "Yet though one suppose 
10,000 h e l l s , he w i l l u t t e r nothing l i k e what i t 
w i l l be to f a i l of that blessed glory, to be hated 
of C h r i s t , to hear ""I know you not'"^^ 
The righteous judgement of God w i l l determine the e t e r n a l 
f a t e of those who stand before Him. No one who f a i l s 
t h i s judgement w i l l enter Heaven with His p e o p l e . F o r 
Chrysostom, there i s no hope of purgation or any 
repentance a f t e r death. This f u r t h e r enforces the 
importance of l i v i n g i n the l i g h t of e t e r n i t y on earth: 
"But there the a f f l i c t i o n i s more b i t t e r because i t 
i s not i n hope nor f o r any escape, but without l i m i t 
and throughout . . . For we s h a l l not always hear 
these t h i n g s , we s h a l l not always have power to do 
them . . . Let us then repent here t h a t so we may 
f i n d God m e r c i f u l to us i n the day t h a t i s to 
come."^^ 
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I n the end a l l w i l l submit, but the submission that i s 
not of a f r e e w i l l does not bring d i v i n e favour. 
" ^Every tongue s h a l l confess . . . '^'' But there i s 
not advantage i n t h a t submission f o r i t comes not of 
a r i g h t l y disposed choice, but of n e c e s s i t y of 
t h i n g s . . . "" 
The people t h a t choose to misuse the wealth entrusted to 
them face punishment both here and h e r e a f t e r , according 
to Chrysostom. 
"They are punished even here by the expectation of 
the r e t r i b u t i o n h e r e a f t e r , and by the e v i l s u s p i c i o n 
of everyone, and by the very f a c t of sinning and 
c o r r u p t i n g t h e i r own s o u l s . A f t e r t h e i r departure 
from here they endure unbearable r e t r i b u t i o n . " ^ * 
Chrysostom uses the st o r y of Lazarus and the r i c h man to 
i l l u s t r a t e t h a t the most p i t i a b l e person of a l l i s the 
one who l i v e s i n luxury and shares h i s or her goods with 
nobody. Such a one s u f f e r s true poverty i n e t e r n i t y . 
Chrysostom urges everyone l i v i n g s e l f i s h or luxurious 
l i v e s to r e j e c t these l i v i n g patterns i n the l i g h t of the 
a f t e r - l i f e . He uses an i l l u s t r a t i o n to describe t h e i r 
dilemma: 
" I f you were a guardian to a c h i l d , and having taken 
possession of h i s good, were to neglect him i n 
e x t r e m i t i e s , you would s u f f e r the punishment 
appointed by the laws; and now having taken 
po s s e s s i o n of the good of C h r i s t , and thus consuming 
them f o r no purpose, do you not think that you w i l l 
have to give account?"^^ 
I n the a f t e r - l i f e there i s no option of a n n i h i l a t i o n . 
Those who p e r i s h w i l l not cease to e x i s t . When 
Chrysostom commented on the words of I Corinthians, that 
some s h a l l be saved "through f i r e , " ^ ' he taught that those 
r e f e r r e d to i n t h i s passage were those who had f a i l e d the 
Divine judgement and would be preserved f o r punishment. ^° 
Those who f a i l the judgement w i l l be punished f o r 
e t e r n i t y : 
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"And when you hear of f i r e , do not suppose the f i r e 
i n t h a t world to be l i k e t h i s ; for f i r e i n t h i s 
world burns up and makes away with anything which i t 
takes hold of; but t h a t f i r e i s c o n t i n u a l l y burning 
those who have once been s e i z e d by i t and never 
c e a s e s : t h e r e f o r e i t i s c a l l e d unquenchable. For 
those who have sinned must put on immortality, not 
f o r honour, but to have a constant supply of 
m a t e r i a l f o r that punishment to work upon; and how 
t e r r i b l e t h i s i s , speech could never depict but from 
the experience of l i t t l e things i t i s p o s s i b l e to 
form some s l i g h t notion of these great ones."^^ 
"Who w i l l stand up and help us when we are punished? 
There i s no one; but i t must be that w a i l i n g and 
weeping and gnashing our t e e t h , we s h a l l be l e d away 
t o r t u r e d i n t o t h a t r a y l e s s gloom, the pangs no 
prayer can a v e r t , the punishments which cannot be 
assuaged. "^ ^ 
The r e a l i t y of h e l l should be taught i n the Church, 
Chrysostom teaches, because its teaching and the f e a r of 
damnation can keep people from taking t h e i r s a l v a t i o n 
l i g h t l y and f a l l i n g i n t o the e t e r n a l f i r e : 
"See what advantage i s come of fe a r ? I f f e a r were 
not a good thing, f a t h e r s would not s e t t u t o r s over 
t h e i r c h i l d r e n ; nor lawgivers magistrates for 
c i t i e s . What i s more grievous than h e l l ? Yet 
nothing i s more p r o f i t a b l e than the f e a r of i t . " ^ ^ 
C h r i s t i a n s must never forget that the c o r o l l a r y of t h i s 
t e a c h i n g i s t h a t while they are here, there i s hope and 
repentance. The s i n n e r can always come back to God. 
Those who hear the word preached must always be watchful 
l e s t they depart u n f a i t h f u l . 
"While we are here we have good hope; when we depart 
to t h a t p l a c e , we have no longer the option of 
repentance, nor of washing away our misdeeds. For 
t h i s reason we must c o n t i n u a l l y make ourselves ready 
f o r our departure from here . . . The future i s 
unknown, to keep us always a c t i v e i n the struggle 
and prepared f o r that removal. "^ ^ 
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Chrysostom appl i e d t h i s message of watchfulness himself 
and could not f e e l secure i n h i s e t e r n a l future. A l l 
must take c a r e of t h e i r d i s p o s i t i o n toward God. 
"For here i t i s p o s s i b l e to go unto the king, and 
e n t r e a t : but there no longer; f o r He permits i t not, 
but they continue i n scorching torment . . . What 
then s h a l l we do there? For to myself a l s o do I say 
these things . . . 
But i f you, s a i d one, who are a teacher, speaks so 
of y o u r s e l f , I care no more, for what wonder, should 
I be punished? 
. . . For t e l l me; was not the D e v i l superior to 
men? Yet he f e l l away. I s there any one who w i l l 
d e r i v e c o n s o l a t i o n from being punished along with 
him?"^^ 
H e l l w i l l be even more t e r r i b l e thpin what i s threatened.^* 
There w i l l a l s o be gradations of punishment i n h e l l . " 
Chrysostom soberly reminded the congregation that "God i s 
a t no l o s s f o r i n f l i c t i o n s . For according to the 
greatness of His mercy so a l s o i s His wrath. "^ ^ 
I I THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TEACHING OF ST. JOHN 
CHRYSOSTOM AND SOCIALISM 
The new commandment of love i n C h r i s t i a n i t y was so strong 
amongst the f i r s t d i s c i p l e s of C h r i s t that i t was 
regarded as a moral o b l i g a t i o n on the r i c h to give to the 
poor from c h a r i t y . ^ ' The Fathers of the Church 
c h a r a c t e r i z e d those who kept money for themselves alone 
as t h i e v e s and usurpers of the goods of others (and as 
usurpers of the goods of God).*° 
A b r i e f d e f i n i t i o n of the term " s o c i a l i s m ' i s necessary 
here. As with communism, s o c i a l i s m can mean a v a r i e t y of 
d i f f e r e n t t h i n g s , not because of ambiguity or vagueness, 
but because i t i s a concept that operates i n s e v e r a l 
d i f f e r e n t i d e o l o g i c a l v o c a b u l a r i e s . At i t s simplest, the 
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core meaning of s o c i a l i s m i s that i t i s a p o l i t i c o -
economic system where the s t a t e c o n t r o l s , e i t h e r through 
planning or more d i r e c t l y , and maj^  l e g a l l y own, the 
b a s i c means of production. I n so c o n t r o l l i n g i n d u s t r i a l , 
and sometimes a g r i c u l t u r a l a s s e t s , the aim i s to produce 
what i s needed by the s o c i e t y without regard to what may 
be most p r o f i t a b l e to produce.'*^ 
The c o n t r o l of goods and s e r v i c e s , which are seen as 
s o c i a l products, i s c e n t r a l to s o c i a l i s m . Hence 
s o c i a l i s t arguments do not go very f a r before they 
address themselves to property. S o c i a l i s t s have 
g e n e r a l l y used the term property to r e f e r to p r i v a t e 
property, and p a r t i c u l a r l y p r i v a t e property i n the means 
of production. I n t h i s sense of the word ^property,' 
s o c i a l i s m i s i t s a n t i t h e s i s , and i s sometimes used to 
i n d i c a t e a s t a t e of a f f a i r s where the means of production 
are commonly possessed, and hence where property i n the 
f a m i l i a r sense has disappeared. But there i s great 
disagreement amongst s o c i a l i s t s as to the most 
appropriate means of e f f e c t i n g common possession, whether 
i t i s the s t a t e , n a t i o n a l l y or l o c a l l y , or a s s o c i a t i o n s 
of producers, or c o l l e c t i v e s of producers and consumers 
organised around p a r t i c u l a r forms of production.*^ 
S e v e r a l w r i t e r s on ^ s o c i a l i s m , ' for example Robert Von 
Pohlmann," M. Beer** and J.B. Bury,*^ a l l hold that 
Chrysostom's ideas are communist and s o c i a l i s t . The 
Gospel i s concerned with s o c i a l problems because 
C h r i s t i a n i t y i s not a r e l i g i o n outside s o c i e t y and 
because m o r a l i t y i s an e s s e n t i a l element of C h r i s t i a n i t y , 
(though i t was not important i n pagan r e l i g i o n , or other 
e a s t e r n r e l i g i o n s ) . 
Indeed, P.J. Healy a s s e r t s t h a t : "the doctrines held by 
the e a r l y F a t h e r s of the Church on the nature of property 
are p e r f e c t l y uniform. They almost a l l admit that wealth 
i s the f r u i t of usurpation, and, considering the r i c h man 
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as holding the patrimony of the poor, maintain that 
r i c h e s should only serve to r e l i e v e the indigent; to 
r e f u s e to a s s i s t the poor i s , consequently worse than to 
rob the r i c h . According to the Fathers, a l l was i n 
common i n the beginning: the d i s t i n c t i o n "mine' and 
"yours,' i n other words, i n d i v i d u a l property, came with 
the s p i r i t of e v i l . " * * The same or s i m i l a r a s s e r t i o n s are 
found i n a l a r g e number of other w r i t e r s . 
Harnack*'' maintains t h a t i t i s an e r r o r to think, with 
Levtchenko*^ and Cordatos,*' that the sermons of C h r i s t 
represented only the needs of the poor and the oppressed: 
the Gospel i s not one of s o c i a l improvement, but of 
s p i r i t u a l redemption, as Gibly^° w r i t e s , echoing a s i m i l a r 
i n s i g h t : 
"The r i s e of C h r i s t i a n i t y i s a r e l i g i o u s and not a 
s o c i a l phenomenon. The Gospel Law i s not a w r i t t e n 
system, nor a model c o n s t i t u t i o n f o r the s t a t e , but 
a s p i r i t shed i n our h e a r t s ; a l i f e , not of 
submission to the group nor of assent to a plan of 
l i f e , both of which are demanded as p r e d i s p o s i t i o n s , 
but of freedom i n the enjoyment of d i v i n e t r u t h and 
f r i e n d s h i p , a righteousness exceeding t h a t of the 
S c r i b e s and P h a r i s e e s . " 
Chrysostom, who was above a l l a p r a c t i c a l guide of souls 
and more p a r t i c u l a r l y a preacher, followed a conservative 
a t t i t u d e to a l l s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l problems, l i k e other 
fourth-century Fathers who were influenced by 
a s c e t i c i s m . He was f u l l y aware of h i s p o s i t i o n as 
shepherd and at the same time P a t r i a r c h i n the c a p i t a l of 
the E a s t e r n Roman Empire. Chrysostom's preoccupation 
with s o c i a l problems was a r e s u l t of h i s love for the 
people, not of a s o c i a l i s t philosophy. 
L e t the case be examined whether Chrysostom's works lean 
towards s o c i a l i s m , and what s o c i a l i s m has received from 
them. 
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F i r s t of a l l Chrysostom l i v e d many c e n t u r i e s before 
s o c i a l i s m was invented. I t i s a c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n terms 
to t h i n k t h a t Chrysostom was a s o c i a l i s t according to the 
twen t i e t h century idea of s o c i a l i s m . According to the 
law of p r i o r i t y , s o c i a l i s m probably borrowed something 
from him. But i f one were to suppose that Chrysostom 
t r i e d to bri n g the higher c l a s s e s nearer to the t o i l i n g 
poor he d i d nothing but what Jesus had taught. 
For an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l leader such as Chrysostom, h i s 
r e l i g i o u s c h a r a c t e r i s fundamental. Hence i t i s u s e l e s s 
to attempt to understand the sum of h i s ideas without 
understanding h i s r e l i g i o u s i d e a s . Those who argue that 
Chrysostom's works are i n p a r t s s o c i a l i s t have not 
stu d i e d h i s works c a r e f u l l y , except the very w e l l known 
p a r t of h i s homily on the Acts of the A p o s t l e s , " and they 
have c h a r a c t e r i z e d him as one of the forerunners of 
s o c i a l i s m because h i s passionate denunciation of the r i c h 
t h e r e has the same importance as the denunciation of 
modern European p l u t o c r a t s by s o c i a l i s t s . O n e of 
Chrysostom's o f f i c i a l d u t i e s as a bishop was to be a 
pr o t e c t o r of the poor. The circumstances of h i s age 
forced him, and a l l the other bishops, i n t o the p o s i t i o n 
of Defensores Civitatum, the n a t u r a l protectors of the 
weak and the oppressed (Cod. Theod. I , 11,2) and hence i t 
i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t he should, a t times, have been 
vigorous i n h i s denunciation of the r i c h whose 
aggressions had i n c r e a s e d the m i s e r i e s of the poor and 
even pauperized the middle c l a s s . Chrysostom was making 
himself an advocate and p e t i t i o n e r on behalf of the ''poor 
C h r i s t ' ( S t . Matthew's Gospel 25: 31-46). I n t h i s way, 
he t r i e d to arouse and to keep a l i v e among h i s hearers a 
sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the s o c i a l l y deprived. 
However, Chrysostom d i d not teach only about wealth, 
poverty and s o c i a l judgement, he preached about 
s a l v a t i o n , about f a i t h i n the Holy T r i n i t y , about the 
famil y , about e t h i c s and about many other s p i r i t u a l and 
122 
s o c i a l questions on which s o c i a l i s m i s i n d i f f e r e n t , or 
even r e j e c t s h i s i d e a s . 
Chrysostom i s not a s o c i a l i s t Theologian nor a s o c i a l i s t 
philosopher nor indeed a s o c i a l i s t clergyman. He i s a 
shepherd of souls and a p r a c t i c a l teacher who seeks to 
remove f o r h i s congregation the obstacles i n the way of 
s a l v a t i o n . What he teaches concerning s o c i e t y looks only 
to the e t h i c a l improvement i n h i s f l o c k from which s o c i a l 
j u s t i c e can a r i s e . 
C h r i s t i a n i t y r e j e c t s a l l anomalies, h e r e s i e s and 
f a l s i f i c a t i o n s whether they are under i t s own name or 
not. C h r i s t i a n i t y ' s primary purpose i s the s p i r i t u a l 
s a l v a t i o n of man, the welfare of h i s body i s of secondary 
importance. For i t i s impossible to s a c r i f i c e the s p i r i t 
f o r the body. Jesus C h r i s t s a c r i f i c e d His Blood for the 
sake of the human s o u l . Nowhere i n the homilies of 
Chrysostom i s p r i o r i t y given to m a t e r i a l over s p i r i t u a l 
foods. 
Nevertheless one cannot deny that Chrysostom's concern 
extended to a l l problems which had an i n f l u e n c e on the 
s p i r i t u a l development of h i s congregation. An important 
f a c t o r was money. That, f o r s o c i a l i s m , symbolizes 
income. For Chrysostom i t i s nothing - n e i t h e r purpose 
nor medium of l i f e , but an u n f a i t h f u l servant. 
Chrysostom says t h a t money i s nothing and poverty i s 
nothing. What i s t h a t which has value? The 
understanding between people. S o c i a l i s m i s concerned 
only with m a t e r i a l purposes. Money for Chrysostom i s 
n e i t h e r good nor bad. He t r i e d to uproot the love of 
money as the root of a l l e v i l , and i n i t s place he put 
not empty ideas but the root of a l l v i r t u e s which i s 
l o v e . Chrysostom i s r e a l l y a s p i r i t u a l reformer of 
s o c i e t y , not a founder of any s o c i a l system, nor a 
p o l i t i c a l r e b e l as Beer has said.^^ 
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A l s o , s o c i a l i s t systems aim at m a t e r i a l i s t i c e q u a l i t y , 
w h i l s t Chrysostom teaches the e q u a l i t y of the souls of 
men. Economic and s o c i a l i s t systems often s t r e s s a 
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of men's m a t e r i a l i n t e r e s t s as the 
predominant t a s k of the l e g i s l a t o r and m o r a l i s t , w h i l s t 
Chrysostom attempts to a b o l i s h the m a t e r i a l i n t e r e s t s 
which are o b s t a c l e s to the establishment of h i s 
teaching.^' 
For a proper estimate of the meaning of the sermons of 
S t . John Chrysostom, they should be examined i n the l i g h t 
of t h e i r time, because t h a t which i n that time was 
regarded as one of the higher v i r t u e s , c h a r i t y , i s today 
often considered unnecessary, because i t humiliates the 
poor. Chrysostom i s i n t e r e s t e d i n s o c i a l j u s t i c e , he did 
not support a p a r t i c u l a r s o c i a l system. 
Chrysostom was beloved by the people^^ although he took no 
a c t i v e p a r t i n p o l i t i c a l a f f a i r s . Of course, i t can be 
s a i d t h a t h i s homilies resembled the f i e r y out-pourings 
of the s o c i a l r e v o l u t i o n a r i e s against the p l u t o c r a t s , but 
h i s c h a r a c t e r d i f f e r e d g r e a t l y from t h e i r s . I t i s true 
t h a t h i s homilies d i s p l a y e d a holy indignation against 
the h e a r t l e s s n e s s of t h e i r wealthy and t h e i r 
m a t e r i a l i s t i c i d e a s , but they did not c a l l for an attack 
upon the e s t a b l i s h e d s o c i a l and economic order. 
I I I THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TEACHING OF SAINT JOHN 
CHRYSOSTOM AND COMMUNISM. 
None of the Fathers of the fourth century remained 
i n d i f f e r e n t to the s o c i a l problems of t h e i r period and at 
the same time, none i s comparable to Chrysostom i n the 
enlightened and p r a c t i c a l work which he c a r r i e d out both 
i n Antioch and Constantinople. "Charity and mercy are 
the marks and t e s t s of any genuine C h r i s t i a n l i f e . Human 
d i g n i t y of even the suppressed masses and s o c i a l j u s t i c e 
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f o r a l l are i n e v i t a b l y among the most immediate concerns 
of the Church. The Orthodox Church, i n p a r t i c u l a r , can 
never forget the vigorous plea of S t . John Chrysostom for 
s o c i a l c h a r i t y and j u s t i c e . " " 
Before Chrysostom's time s o c i a l problems drew the 
a t t e n t i o n of other Greek and L a t i n w r i t e r s and Fathers of 
the Church, but Chrysostom was the most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
example of p r a c t i c a l C h r i s t i a n teaching. S t . B a s i l the 
Great, the two Gregories and S t . Ambrose are the other 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e witnesses to the s o c i a l s i de of the 
Church's message. But Chrysostom i s d i s t i n g u i s h e d for 
h i s f e a r l e s s d e c i s i o n to r e a l i s e the W i l l of C h r i s t and 
h i s harshness towards s i n and h i s love for the s i n n e r s . 
For t h i s reason modern s o c i o l o g i s t s not only accept the 
s o c i a l concern of Chrysostom, but have been l e d to 
maintain t h a t h i s pure love for the members of the Church 
was s i m i l a r i n conception to the present day teaching of 
s o c i a l i s m and communism. As mentioned i n the previous 
s e c t i o n , Chrysostom has been c h a r a c t e r i s e d by them as one 
of the precursors of modern s o c i a l i s m and communism. 
They express the same idea too about other F a t h e r s : "The 
Church Fa t h e r s Barnabas, J u s t i n , Clement of Alexandria, 
Origen, T e r t u l l i a n , Cyprian, L a c t a n t i u s , B a s i l of 
Caesarea, John Chrysostom, Ambrose, were the custodians 
of t h i s r e l i g i o u s , e t h i c a l and p h i l o s o p h i c a l knowledge, 
and a l l of them were p a r t l y h o s t i l e to mammon and p a r t l y 
i n c l i n e d towards communism, or at l e a s t i n theory they 
regarded the communistic way of l i v i n g as v i r t u o u s and as 
the i d e a l of a C h r i s t i a n . " " I n t h i s s e c t i o n , as i n the 
previous s e c t i o n on whether he himself or h i s works were 
s o c i a l i s t , i t w i l l be argued that S t . John Chrysostom's 
works are not communist nor indeed was he himself a 
communist. 
Again, a t t h i s point a c l e a r d e f i n i t i o n of ^communism' i s 
needed. ^Communism' connotes both sharing and community. 
I d e a l communism would not merely herald the end of 
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p r i v a t e wealth and p r i v a t e ownership of productive a s s e t s 
but a l s o a d i f f e r e n t way of l i f e , based on co-operation 
and community s o l i d a r i t y . * ^ As f a r as Marxist theory 
goes, communism i s a s l i g h t l y shadowy s t a t e i n which 
p r i v a t e property has been abolished, e q u a l i t y r e i g n s , and 
the s t a t e has ''withered away' because a l l men l i v e i n 
harmony and co-operation, without c l a s s e s or any s o c i a l 
d i v i s i o n s r e q u i r i n g the e x e r c i s e of a u t h o r i t y . " 
The key-words ^ e q u a l i t y ' and ^ f r a t e r n i t y ' c h a r a c t e r i z e 
communism. However, c e n t r a l to communism i s a l s o an 
i d e a l of l i b e r t y . The l o g i c of communism suggests that 
freedom - freedom from oppression, want and e x p l o i t a t i o n 
- must be achieved simultaneously fo r everybody, by 
d e s t r o y i n g s t r u c t u r e s which m i l i t a t e against the freedom 
of the many while b u t t r e s s i n g the p r i v i l e g e s of the few. 
Freedom under communism would c h a r a c t e r i z e the community 
as much as i t s i n d i v i d u a l members. Therefore 
e s s e n t i a l l y , communism means holding everything, 
i n c l u d i n g freedom, i n common. The p r i n c i p l e i s l e s s one 
of equal d i s t r i b u t i o n than one of equal co-ownership of 
m a t e r i a l and other resources.*^ 
The purpose of the e t e r n a l and unchanged C h r i s t i a n 
teaching i s the s a l v a t i o n of s o u l s , and t h i s teaching i s 
given to the congregation by the shepherds of the Church 
or by persons who have p a r t i c u l a r a u t h o r i t y i n the 
Church. One has to d i s t i n g u i s h two elements i n t h e i r 
message. The unaltered speech of God, and the ever-
changing speech which i s derived from the p e r s o n a l i t y of 
the preacher and from the conditions of the congregation. 
What gives r e a l power to a speech i s i t s awareness of i t s 
contemporary s i t u a t i o n . The preacher should not be 
i n d i f f e r e n t to s o c i a l questions. Chrysostom says i n h i s 
t r e a t i s e On the Priesthood (MPG 47, 623-692): "The Bishop 
ought to have as thorough a knowledge of the world as 
those who l i v e i n c l o s e a s s o c i a t i o n with i t , yet at the 
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same time h i s s p i r i t ought to be even more fr e e than that 
of a monk who l i v e s on a mountain." 
I n any study of Chrysostom's teaching on the use and 
misuse of wealth one must not draw only on h i s teaching 
concerning the c l a s s e s i n s o c i e t y , but on h i s teaching 
concerning a l l the problems of s o c i e t y , t h a t i s to say, 
concerning the family, s l a v e r y , the wealth of the few and 
the poverty of the many, the consolations i n cases of 
c a l a m i t i e s or n a t u r a l catastrophes and so on. A l l these 
questions are worthy of the a t t e n t i o n of the Church, 
because they can hinder or help the e t h i c a l p e r f e c t i o n of 
the people. 
Chrysostom e x c e l s amongst orators i n the relevance of h i s 
hom i l i e s , which are divided i n t o two p a r t s . F i r s t , the 
main i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Holy S c r i p t u r e and secondly, the 
moral teaching concerning the problems of contemporary 
c o n d i t i o n s . " 
As mentioned before, Pohlmann," Beer" and A d l e r " 
contended t h a t Chrysostom taught communism. Communism i s 
a t o t a l philosophy of l i f e . There i s a communistic 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of h i s t o r y , which i s a spur to 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y s t r a t e g y . Also the metaphysic: 
" d i a l e c t i c a l m aterialism," i n communism, must be 
understood by C h r i s t i a n c r i t i c s of communism to be a 
f i g h t i n g creed. D i a l e c t i c a l materialism i s a 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l support f o r the m a t e r i a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
h i s t o r y , according to which the primary f a c t o r s i n a l l 
h i s t o r i c a l developments are the forms of ownership and 
production.*' 
Between Chrysostom's time and the time when the communist 
system was c r e a t e d there was a very long i n t e r v a l i n 
which many human ideas, as w e l l as many s o c i a l questions, 
changed, and as Bernard Shaw wrote, today there i s not 
the same poverty as th a t which Jesus C h r i s t b l e s s e d i n 
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His Sermon on the Mount.^° Nevertheless Pohlmann, Beer, 
e t c . w r i t e t h a t Chrysostom held views i n accordance with 
the Communist manifesto.'^ They a l l base t h e i r statements 
on Chrysostom's well-known eleventh homily on the Acts of 
the A postles (MPG 60, pp93-100). 
According to Beer'^ not only Chrysostom, but almost a l l 
the F a t h e r s of the Church spoke i n a communistic way. 
Beer r e f e r s to the work of Ernes t Renan "The Apostles" i n 
order to prove t h a t the l i f e of the p r i m i t i v e Church had 
a communistic c h a r a c t e r , and that consequently, 
Chrysostom follows t h i s communistic way. Nevertheless, 
i t i s not apparent t h a t Renan accepts such an opinion. 
Renan c o n s i d e r s the f i r s t l i f e of the p r i m i t i v e Church to 
be a consequence of i t s s p i r i t u a l u nity "one heart and 
one s o u l " and t h a t the concord was p e r f e c t (the morality 
was a u s t e r e ) . An e s s e n t i a l point of e a r l y C h r i s t i a n i t y 
was i t s brotherhood, i n which i n e q u a l i t y - " aVLcro'TrjC^" 
was erased. 
M. Beer''^ f u r t h e r argues t h a t Chrysostom recommends 
communistic experiments i n a sermon d e l i v e r e d i n 
Constantinople i n the year 400. The sermon Beer r e f e r s 
to i s the well-known passage i n Chrysostom's eleventh 
homily on the Acts of the Apostles (MPG 60, p96): 
"Let us imagine things as happening i n t h i s way: a l l 
give a l l t h a t they have i n t o a common fund. No one 
would have to concern himself about i t , n e i t h e r the 
r i c h nor the poor. How much money do you think 
would be c o l l e c t e d ? I i n f e r - for i t cannot be s a i d 
with c e r t a i n t y - th a t i f every i n d i v i d u a l 
c o n t r i b u t e d a l l h i s money, h i s lands, h i s e s t a t e s , 
h i s houses ( I w i l l not speak of s l a v e s , for the 
f i r s t C h r i s t i a n s had none, probably giving them 
t h e i r freedom), then a m i l l i o n pounds of gold would 
be obtained, and most l i k e l y two or three times that 
amount. Then t e l l me how many people our c i t y 
(Constantinople) contains? How many C h r i s t i a n s ? 
W i l l i t not come to a hundred thousand? And how 
many pagans and Jews! How many thousands of pounds 
of gold would be gathered i n ! And how many of the 
poor do we have? I doubt that there are more than 
f i f t y thousand. How much would be required to feed 
them d a i l y ? I f they a l l ate at a common t a b l e , the 
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c o s t could not be very great. What could we not 
undertake with our huge t r e a s u r e ! Do you b e l i e v e i t 
could ever be exhausted? And w i l l not the b l e s s i n g 
of God pour down on us a thousand f o l d r i c h e r ? W i l l 
we not make a heaven on earth? Would not the Grace 
of God be indeed r i c h l y poured out?" 
Chrysostom emphatically used the C h r i s t i a n way to solve 
s o c i a l problems. His passionate f a i t h , h i s abounding 
love f o r h i s f l o c k and h i s s u f f e r i n g when seeing any 
s o c i a l i n j u s t i c e moved h i s soul and gave r i s e to endless 
thought and experiments i n bringing h i s f l o c k i n t o the 
C h r i s t i a n brotherhood. 
One can see now the meaning of that passage i n the Acts 
of the Apostles on which Chrysostom was preaching: "Now 
say, d i d t h e i r love beget t h e i r poverty, or t h e i r poverty 
t h e i r love? I n my opinion, love begat poverty, and then 
poverty drew t i g h t the cords of love."''^ This saying of 
Chrysostom j u s t i f i e s the view that Chrysostom's teaching 
s t a r t s from love and that mutual a s s i s t a n c e comes a f t e r . 
Chrysostom was not i n d i f f e r e n t to the methods of s o l v i n g 
c u r r e n t s o c i a l problems. But f o r him there was only one 
r o y a l road, t h a t of love. Love and the b r o t h e r l y f e e l i n g 
which springs from i t are the b a s i c p r i n c i p l e s of h i s 
s o c i a l a c t i v i t i e s and thought. Any r e s u l t achieved 
without goodness and a c t u a l C h r i s t i a n love has no place 
i n the mind and work of Chrysostom. 
Chrysostom d i s c u s s e s the story of Ananias and Sapphira 
(Acts of the Apostles, chapter 5, verses 1-10): 
"But a man named Ananias with h i s wife Sapphira s o l d 
a piece of property, and with h i s wife's knowledge 
he kept back some of the proceeds, and brought only 
a p a r t and l a i d i t a t the Apostle's f e e t . But Peter 
s a i d , "Ananias, why has Satan f i l l e d your heart to 
l i e to the Holy S p i r i t and to keep back part of the 
proceeds of the land? While i t remained unsold, did 
i t not remain your own? And a f t e r i t was sold, was 
i t not a t your d i s p o s a l ? How i s i t t h a t you have 
c o n t r i v e d t h i s deed i n your heart? You have not 
l i e d to men but to God." When Ananias heard these 
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words, he f e l l down and died. And great f e a r came 
upon a l l who heard of i t . The young men rose and 
wrapped him up and c a r r i e d him out and buried him. 
A f t e r an i n t e r v a l of about three hours h i s wife came 
i n , not knowing what had happened. And Peter s a i d 
to her, " T e l l me whether you sold the land for so 
much." And she "Yes, f o r so much." But Peter s a i d 
to her, "How i s i t t h a t you have agreed together to 
tempt the S p i r i t of the Lord? Hark, the fe e t of 
those t h a t have buried your husband are at the door, 
and they w i l l c a r r y you out." Immediately she f e l l 
down a t h i s f e e t and died. When the young men came 
i n they found her dead, and they c a r r i e d her out and 
buried her beside her husband." 
Chrysostom'^ puts t h i s i n the mouth of S t . Peter: "That 
i s , was there any o b l i g a t i o n and force? Do we c o n s t r a i n 
you a g a i n s t your w i l l ? " I n the same homily Chrysostom 
says:^* "We n e i t h e r obliged you to s e l l , the Apostle says, 
nor to give your money when you have sold; of your own 
f r e e choice you d i d i t ; why have you then s t o l e n from the 
sacre d t r e a s u r y ? " L a t e r on Chrysostom says, "Why then 
di d you f i r s t make i t sacred, and then take i t ? " ' ^ So 
t h a t Ananias was punished, according to Chrysostom, not 
because he refused to give a l l h i s property, but because 
he s t o l e a p a r t of the property which belonged to God. 
He was not obliged to give the money f o r the f i e l d which 
he s o l d . The t e x t on t h i s case i s as follows: "But not 
so Ananias: he s e c r e t e d a part of the p r i c e of the f i e l d 
which he s o l d : wherefore a l s o he i s punished as one who 
di d not manage h i s business r i g h t l y , and who was 
co n v i c t e d of s t e a l i n g what was h i s own . . . Do you see 
t h a t h i s i s the charge brought against Ananias, t h a t 
having made the money sacred, he afterwards took i t ? 
Could you not, s a i d Peter, a f t e r s e l l i n g your land, use 
the proceeds f o r y o u r s e l f ? Were you forbidden to do 
t h i s ? So why do t h i s a f t e r you had promised the money?"^* 
Again Chrysostom says t h a t Ananias was punished because 
he s t o l e . "What? Ananias and Sapphira were immediately 
punished, because they s t o l e part of what they had 
offered."'' Chrysostom explains that S t . Peter punished 
Ananias only because he s t o l e sacred things. 
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Combining the above teaching of Chrysostom with other 
r e l e v a n t points of h i s homilies we can i n f e r that there 
i s not a t r a c e of communism i n the preaching of 
Chrysostom. 
However, Pohlmann i n s i s t s t h a t Chrysostom attempted to 
reform the s o c i a l system of h i s period by force of 
r e v o l u t i o n , but as Fouyas®° convincingly argues, 
Chrysostom saw the means for e f f e c t i n g a change i n the 
s t r u c t u r e of contemporary s o c i a l order not i n r e v o l u t i o n 
but i n a C h r i s t i a n s o c i a l j u s t i c e . He endeavoured to 
transform the h e a r t s of men by persuasion and teaching 
and thus to change s o c i a l c o n d i t i o n s . I n consequence 
Chrysostom g r e a t l y d e s i r e d the s p i r i t u a l and i n t e l l e c t u a l 
r egeneration of h i s people.®^ E s s e l i n g s t r e s s e s c o r r e c t l y 
t h a t Chrysostom never asked to be a r u l e r of the Church 
surrounded by s e c u l a r splendour and power and r e c e i v i n g 
the homage of kings and emperors. His opposition to the 
Emperor was based e n t i r e l y upon h i s C h r i s t i a n p r i n c i p l e s . 
The remarks of Chrysostom, e s p e c i a l l y concerning the 
s e r v i c e s of wealthy men, continues E s s e l i n g , are i n 
agreement with the S t o i c philosophy of ancient Rome. He 
held t h a t i f men, i n order to l i v e , r e q u i r e as servants 
many cooks, s a i l o r s , shepherds, grooms and s l a v e s , they 
themselves become s l a v e s . Nothing deprives a man of h i s 
freedom more completely than having many n e e d s . A 
P a t r i a r c h who preached such ideas, who unceasingly 
c r i t i c i s e d s o c i a l i n e q u a l i t y as wrong and a c o n t r a s t to 
the e v a n g e l i c a l teaching, was a danger to the S t a t e . 
Von Campenhausen very c o r r e c t l y c h a r a c t e r i z e s the 
i n t e r f e r e n c e of Chrysostom i n the economic and s o c i a l 
l i f e as f o l l o w s : "Chrysostom was the prototype of the 
Churchman who remains l o y a l to the end to h i s s p i r i t u a l 
m i s s i o n , and who would think i t treason to have any 
regard f o r p o l i t i c a l circumstances or for the mighty of 
t h i s world. I f i t had been p o s s i b l e for him to remain 
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what he e s s e n t i a l l y was, the i n d e f a t i g a b l e preacher and 
i n t e r p r e t e r of the Word of God, the teacher and true 
admonisher of h i s congregation, the f r i e n d and helper of 
a l l the poor, oppressed, and needy, perhaps h i s l i f e 
would have ended p e a c e f u l l y . But the b r i l l i a n t g i f t s 
which he possessed and the love and admiration which h i s 
work c a l l e d f o r t h bore him against h i s w i l l to high 
p l a c e s i n the world of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l politics."®^ 
Chrysostom assured h i s hearers i n Antioch that wealth i s 
not forbidden, i f i t be used f o r that which i s 
necessary.®^ He disposes of the idea of a communistic 
s t a t e , saying "That we may l i v e s e c u r e l y , the sources of 
our e x i s t e n c e have been made common. On the other hand, 
to the end t h a t we may have an opportunity of gaining 
crowns and good report, property has not been made 
common: i n order t h a t by hating covetousness, and 
f o l l o w i n g a f t e r righteousness, and f r e e l y bestowing our 
goods upon the poor, we may by t h i s method obtain a 
c e r t a i n kind of r e l i e f f o r our sins."^* 
Indeed i n h i s 23rd Homily on the Acts of the Apostles, he 
emphasizes t h a t : " I do not part you from your wife. No, 
i t i s from f o r n i c a t i o n t h a t I bar you. I do not debar 
you from the enjoyment of your wealth. No, but from 
covetousness and r a p a c i t y . I do not oblige you to empty 
out a l l your c o f f e r s . No, but to give some small matter 
according to your means to them that l a c k , your 
s u p e r f l u i t i e s to t h e i r need." 
I n f a c t , according to Chrysostom, i f the r i c h did abandon 
a l l they had one of the means of p e r f e c t i o n would be 
removed. " I f money was a u n i v e r s a l possession and was 
o f f e r e d i n the same manner to a l l , the occasion for alms-
g i v i n g and the opportunity f o r benevolence would be taken 
away."^' From t h i s standpoint, while wealth had i t s 
dangers, i t a l s o had undoubted advantages. The true 
philosophy of l i f e , according to the C h r i s t i a n standard, 
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was t h a t which counted r i c h e s , not according to e a r t h l y 
p o s s e s s i o n s but according to f a i t h and v i r t u e . I n making 
a l l t h i n g s i n l i f e subordinate to s p i r i t u a l advancement 
and e t e r n a l s a l v a t i o n , Chrysostom adopted as a 
determining standard f o r the value of wealth and r i c h e s 
the uses to which they were applied. He compares r i c h e s 
to beauty i n a woman, which had been c a l l e d the g r e a t e s t 
snare. The e v i l , he says, i s not i n the beauty, but i n 
unchaste gazing. "For we should not accuse the obje c t s 
but o u r s e l v e s , and our own p e r v e r s i t y . . . I n the same 
way poverty brings innumerable good things i n t o our l i f e , 
f o r without poverty r i c h e s would be un p r o f i t a b l e . Hence 
we should accuse n e i t h e r the one nor the other of these: 
f o r poverty and r i c h e s are both a l i k e weapons which w i l l 
tend to v i r t u e i f we are willing."®^ 
Chrysostom does not deny t h a t wealth as w e l l as poverty 
may be good as w e l l as bad. Th e i r value depends on t h e i r 
use. " I t i s a good thing, care; a good thing, want; f o r 
they make us strong. Good a l s o are t h e i r opposites; but 
each of these when i n excess destroy us; the one r e l a x e s , 
but the other (by overmuch tension) breaks us."*' 
A f u r t h e r reason why Chrysostom's works can not be 
l a b e l l e d as s o c i a l i s t i c or communistic i s because of h i s 
teaching concerning the Church. The t h e s i s of 
Chrysostom's anthropological teaching'" i s that the Church 
i s the m y s t i c a l Body of C h r i s t and t h i s i s a s o c i a l 
phenomenon which i s l i n k e d with the s o c i a l environment'^ 
upon which the Church e x e r c i s e s i t s C h r i s t i a n i n f l u e n c e . 
But the d i f f e r e n c e between the teaching of Chrysostom and 
the s o c i a l i s t s and communists i s that the Church i s a 
d i v i n e i n s t i t u t i o n whose e t e r n a l t r u t h a c t s s e c r e t l y and 
operates through the Church as a s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n which 
i s always r e l a t i v e and f a l l i b l e . The s o c i a l i s t s and 
communists see the Church only as a s o c i a l phenomenon and 
i n s t i t u t i o n and see nothing behind i t . 
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DID ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM ADVOCATE A SOCIAL UTOPIA? 
According to Adolf Martin R i t t e r , i n S t . John 
Chrysostom's w r i t i n g s one f i n d s an impetus to s o c i a l 
change i n t e n s i f i e d over t h a t found i n the teachings of 
Jesus and S t . Paul.'^ R i t t e r argues that Chrysostom's 
concern f o r the poor stemmed not so much from the 
preaching of i n d i v i d u a l improvement that was 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the C y n i c - S t o i c d i a t r i b e as from a 
C h r i s t i a n , s p e c i f i c a l l y Pauline, focus on the e d i f i c a t i o n 
of the neighbour, on the welfare of the whole community.'^ 
Chrysostom has often enough been seen only as a 
"m o r a l i s t " i n the t r a d i t i o n of the Cy n i c - S t o i c d i a t r i b e , 
as f o r example, Arnold S t o t z e l ' s work s h o w s . I n f a c t , 
anyone who reads Chrysostom's sermons can e a s i l y gain the 
impression t h a t t h e i r main aim was to censure the v i c e s 
and e x t o l the v i r t u e s . " I n j u s t the same way, c e n t u r i e s 
before, C y n i c - S t o i c i t i n e r a n t and mendicant philosophers 
(people, f o r example, such as Dio of Prusa [ c . 40-
112A.D.], who a l s o was nicknamed "Chrysostom") t r i e d to 
gather young and old to themselves " u n t i l they become 
wise and l o v e r s of righteousness," u n t i l they had 
"learned to despise gold and s i l v e r " and hold " i t of 
l i t t l e account," as a l s o " r i c h food, fragrant ointments 
and sexual love," and so came to l i v e "as masters of 
themselves and f i n a l l y as masters a l s o of others."'^ 
I agree here with R i t t e r who argues that the above 
impression, on c l o s e r examination, proves too 
s u p e r f i c i a l . For Chrysostom, i t would not s u f f i c e simply 
to f r e e people from greed: even the Greek philosophers 
c a s t away t h e i r wealth.'' Rather, the C h r i s t i a n must use 
h i s p ossessions to b e n e f i t the poor. For Chrysostom, 
says R i t t e r , the d e c i s i v e " r u l e of the most p e r f e c t 
C h r i s t i a n i t y , i t s exact d e f i n i t i o n and highest summit," 
i s t h i s : "to seek what serves the welfare of the 
community."'^ R i t t e r a l s o quotes other homilies of 
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Chrysostom to suggest t h a t Chrysostom's b a s i s f o r the 
s o l u t i o n of s o c i a l problems was by communal a c t i o n . For 
example Homily 36,3 on S t . Paul's F i r s t l e t t e r to the 
Co r i n t h i a n s (MPG 61:310): "Do you see what i s the 
foundation and r u l e of C h r i s t i a n i t y ? As the a r t i s a n ' s 
work i s to b u i l d , so the C h r i s t i a n ' s i s to p r o f i t the 
neighbour i n a l l t h i n g s . " B a s i c a l l y i t i s to know that 
one's own well-being i s for b e t t e r and for worse bound up 
with t h a t of the neighbour." Therefore according to 
R i t t e r , Chrysostom's views here .point beyond mere 
vol u n t a r y and p r i v a t e " s o l u t i o n s " to s o c i a l problems and 
can even be c a l l e d "Utopian," f o r example, h i s theory 
t h a t p r i v a t e property was not God's i n t e n t i o n f o r the 
human race ( r e f e r to the f i r s t chapter of t h i s t h e s i s ) . 
R i t t e r , q u i t e r i g h t l y , says that the idea of 
" p e r f e c t i o n " remains f o r Chrysostom the goal to which i t 
i s important t h a t everything be compared (Chrysostom 
mentions t h i s i n Homily 21,4 on S t . Matthew's Gospel). 
For Chrysostom (as f o r S t . B a s i l ) , the monastic e t h i c and 
the C h r i s t i a n e t h i c are a t root the same. For example 
Chrysostom does say, i n Homily 7,11 on S t . Paul's E p i s t l e 
to the Hebrews: "Whoever l i v e s i n the world ought not to 
have any advantage over the monk except that he" may 
marry; " i n a l l e l s e however he bears the same o b l i g a t i o n s 
as the monk." 
Therefore " p e r f e c t i o n , " and with i t the renunciation of 
property or, p o s i t i v e l y s t a t e d , the community of goods, 
remains the goal f o r Chrysostom, argues R i t t e r . T h i s 
sermon 
i s evident f o r example i n Chrysostom's^on Psalm 48:17 
(Homily 2 on Psalm 48:17 [MPG 55:512-518]), which dates 
from the beginning of h i s preaching a c t i v i t y i n Antioch. 
I n accordance with the B i b l i c a l t e x t to be i n t e r p r e t e d 
("Be not grieved; when a man grows r i c h , or 'increases the 
splendour of h i s house"), the primary concern of t h i s 
sermon i s to show th a t one i n f a c t has no reason to 
gr i e v e over the wealth of another. I n t h i s homily 
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Chrysostom a l s o s t a t e s h i s view of how the problem of 
property and wealth i s to be solved. Chrysostom's 
s o l u t i o n s c e n t r e on the "e q u a l i t y of r i g h t s " (L(rovo|xta) 
- thus on a c e n t r a l concept of the P l a t o n i c s o c i a l utopia 
- and on the "equitable d i s t r i b u t i o n " of e a r t h l y goods, 
j u s t as "nature" (Heaven; sun, moon and s t a r s ; a i r and 
sea, f i r e and water; l i f e , growth, aging and death, e t c . ) 
and a l s o " s p i r i t u a l t h i n g s " (the Holy A l t a r ; Baptism as 
washing of regeneration and promise of the Kingdom of 
God, righteousness, s a l v a t i o n and redemption together 
with the " i n e x p r e s s i b l e " e s c h a t o l o g i c a l goods that "eye 
has not seen and ear has not hear" [1 Corinthians, 2:9]) 
are common to a l l . 
Ritter^°^ says t h a t the idea of C h r i s t i a n " p e r fection" -
according to which " p e r f e c t i o n " a l s o has e s s e n t i a l l y to 
do with s o c i a l j u s t i c e - l e d Chrysostom, i n the end, to 
the i n s i g h t t h a t means of p r i v a t e alms-giving are hardly 
adequate, even i f the aim is to address only the most 
gr i n d i n g poverty. Thus, Chrysostom, according to R i t t e r , 
o ften and p u b l i c l y pushed toward a comprehensive " s o c i a l 
Utopia," a utopia t h a t would be based on the p r i n c i p l e 
t h a t "God di d not i n the beginning c r e a t e one person r i c h 
and another poor . . . but l e f t the same earth fr e e to 
a l l . " " ' Where there i s no t a l k of "mine" and "yours," 
Chrysostom i n s i s t e d "no c o n f l i c t or s t r i f e a r i s e s . 
Therefore community of goods i s the more f i t t i n g form of 
l i f e " - because i t i s c l e a r l y God's i n t e n t i o n for us -
"than p r i v a t e property, and i t conforms to our nature.""* 
Furthermore, Chrysostom i s convinced, continues R i t t e r , 
t h i s i s the most e f f e c t i v e form of the u t i l i z a t i o n of 
goods (a point on which A r i s t o t l e , ^ " ^ as i s w e l l known, 
he l d p r e c i s e l y the opposite view). 
R i t t e r a l s o says t h a t one can see a "Utopian" scheme i n 
Chrysostom's s i x t y - s i x t h homily on S t . Matthew's Gospel 
i n which he undertakes an a n a l y s i s of the economic 
c o n d i t i o n s i n Antioch. I n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r homily 
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Chrysostom says t h a t one-tenth of the r e s i d e n t s are 
wealthy, one-tenth are poor, without possessions of any 
kind, and the r e s t occupy a "middle p o s i t i o n . " The 
Church only has "the income of one of the very r i c h and 
I 
one of those of moderate means" (Homily 66,3 on S t . 
Matthew's Gospel). From t h a t , according to the o f f i c i a l 
l i s t of the poor, n e a r l y three thousand widows and 
v i r g i n s are supported d a i l y , not counting the p r i s o n e r s 
i n the p r i s o n s , the s i c k i n the hospices, the t r a n s i e n t s , 
the c r i p p l e s , the church beggars, e t c . I f only ten of 
the wealthy were w i l l i n g to spend as much as the Church, 
poverty would be banished from Antioch. So Chrysostom 
seems here, argues R i t t e r , to present the s o l u t i o n to the 
s o c i a l problem i n such a way that he a s s i g n s p a r t i c u l a r 
poor i n d i v i d u a l s to p a r t i c u l a r r i c h i n d i v i d u a l s and thus 
wants to c a l l to l i f e something l i k e a community poor-
r e l i e f system with an honorary and i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c 
c h a r a c t e r . j 
1 
Indeed i n Chrysostom's homilies on the Acts of the 
A p o s t l e s , d e l i v e r e d i n Constantinople, he takes up the 
i d e a of community of goods as i t was p r a c t i c e d , according 
to S t . Luke, i n the e a r l y Jerusalem community. R i t t e r 
says here: " ^ e r e i s no doubt that the bishop and 
preacher i s e n t i r e l y s e r i o u s i n h i s proposal ( i . e . f o r a 
s o c i a l U t opia), even though he l i k e n s i t at f i r s t simply 
to an i d e a h a s t i l y thrown out. For at the end he c a l l s 
f o r an attempt at the daring venture.""* However, M.G. 
Fouyas^°' dis a g r e e s with t h i s view and says that i n a l l of 
Chrysostom's f i f t y - f i v e homilies on the Acts of the 
A p o s t l e s , there i s no teaching of the communal l i f e as a general r u l e . Although Fouyas does concede that i n 
Chrysostom's seventh and eleventh homilies there are 
apparent t r a c e s of teaching concerning communal l i f e . 
I 
A l s o i n h i s twelve and t w e n t y - f i f t h homilies on the Acts 
of the A p o s t l e s , there are references comparing communal 
l i f e with non-avariciousness ( ot^i\o^p>^|AGLti'a) i n the 
twelvetli^and with c h a r i t y i n the t w e n t y - f i f t h homily. 
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however agrees 
c e n t r a l as the 
E.A. C l a r k " ^ i n her c r i t i q u e of R i t t e r ' s work makes some 
very good p o i n t s . F i r s t l y , she argues that although 
Chrysostom's corpus does indeed include a few Utopian 
passages such as R i t t e r c i t e s , the views Chrysostom 
cus t o m a r i l y expresses do not tend i n t h i s d i r e c t i o n . She 
with R i t t e r ' s point that monasticism i s 
frame fo r Chrysostom's s o c i a l t h i n k i n g . 
For Chrysostom^ the hope of a "utopia" r e a l i z a b l e on 
e a r t h f i n d s i t s locus i n the monastic community. 
C l a r k , c o n v i n c i n g l y argues t h a t R i t t e r i s c o r r e c t to 
i n s i s t t h a t f o r Chrysostom, i t was not a matter simply of 
d e s p i s i n g wealth but of using wealth f o r the b e n e f i t of 
the community. Th i s indeed i s the whole point of 
Chrysostom's e x e r g e s i s of the Gospel story of the r i c h 
young man.^" Moreover, Chrysostom argues, s i n c e i t i s 
not much a matter of f r e e i n g the r i c h from t h e i r burden 
as i t i s of helping the impoverished, even people of the 
humble c l a s s e s should be encouraged to give.^^^ As i s 
w e l l known, Chrysostom i n t e r p r e t s the " o i l " t h a t the 
f o o l i s h v i r g i n s lacked ( i n the parable of the wise and 
f o o l i s h v i r g i n s ) as a l m s - g i v i n g . L i k e w i s e , he gives a 
vigorous exegesis of S t . Matthew's Gospel 25:31-41 (the 
w i l l be asked us at the L a s t Judgement): 
not have the a b i l i t y to cure the s i c k or 
f r e e the p r i s o n e r s , we are indeed obliged to do whatever 
i s i n our power to lend a s s i s t a n c e to the unfortunates.^^' 
Given t h i s approach, Chrysostom's c r i t i c i s m of female 
i 
adornment c e n t r e s not so much on the sexual l u r e that 
f i n e c l o t h e s , jewels and make-up c o n s t i t u t e , as on the 
help t h a t could have been given to the poor i f the money 
had been c o r r e c t l y used.^" C h a r i t y , Chrysostom 
concludes, i s one of the few v i r t u e s we can r i g h t l y say 
humans share with God.^^^ 
questions t h a t 
although we do 
Despite these emphases, Chrysostom's p r a c t i c a l s o l u t i o n s 
t o poverty remain w i t h i n the province of i n d i v i d u a l 
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c h a r i t y , argues C l a r k . Thus Chrysostom complains that i f 
i n d i v i d u a l s would give as they ought, p r i e s t s would not 
have to spend time buying corn and wine f o r the poor 
r e l i e f - an a c t i v i t y t h a t s u b j e c t s them to r i d i c u l e - and 
could devote tjiemselves more f u l l y to t h e i r r e l i g i o u s 
d u t i e s . ^ " I f each of the approximately one hundred 
thousand C h r i s t i a n s i n Antioch gave one l o a f to a poor 
person, a l l would have plenty to eat.^" Moreover, 
although Chrysostom admires the communal arrangements of 
the e a r l y Jerusalem Church as described i n the Acts of 
the Apost l e s , chapter 4, he assures h i s readers, both 
r i c h and poor, 
d e s c r i p t i o n of 
tha t they should not get "excited" by h i s 
i t : a f t e r a l l , he i s ne i t h e r demanding the 
re n u n c i a t i o n of p r i v a t e property, on the one hand, nor 
i n c i t i n g the poor to c l a i m i t as t h e i r own, on the 
o t h e r . E v e n when Chrysostom s t a t e s t h a t i n j u s t i c e i s 
the o r i g i n a l source of r i c h e s (as he does i n Homily 12 on 
S t . Paul's F i r s t L e t t e r to Timothy, c i t e d by R i t t e r ) , he 
I 
s o f t e n s h i s conclusion both by exonerating those with 
i n h e r i t e d wealth from the deeds of t h e i r f o r e f a t h e r s and 
I 
by c l a i m i n g t h a t wealth i s not i n i t s e l f e v i l , s i n c e i t 
can be used to help the poor. Thus Chrysostom's advice 
f o r d a i l y l i v i n g i s not seasoned with much Utopian s a l t . 
Moreover, i t can be f u r t h e r argued that Chrysostom did 
not e n t e r t a i n Utopian thoughts by h i s notion that a 
household i s a miniature monarchy, of which there i s only 
one king - or, i f the wife may be c a l l e d a "second king" 
t o her husband, she cannot wear the diadem, as he does.^" 
At times, Chrysostom imagines t h i s h i erarchy to have been 
present from the moment of c r e a t i o n : only the male was 
made i n the Image of God, s i n c e "image" connotes 
a u t h o r i t y . When God made "male and female one," 
according to Chrysostom, He made one a r u l e r and the 
other a s u b j e c t . A l s o i f one looks a t Chrysostom's 
d i s c u s s i o n of G a l a t i a n s 3:28 ("There i s ne i t h e r Jew nor 
Greek, t h e i r i s n e i t h e r s l a v e nor f r e e , there i s n e i t h e r 
male nor female; f o r you are a l l one i n C h r i s t Jesus." 
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[R.S.V.]), y e t does not f i n d him using that verse to urge 
the l i b e r a l i s a t i o n of women's p o s i t i o n i n h i s own day, 
except f o r women who adopt (and women of the past who had 
adopted) the a s c e t i c l i f e - but not to contemporary 
w o m e n . R a t h e r , he uses i t , for example, to urge 
se r v a n t g i r l s not to p a r t i c i p a t e i n night wedding 
ceremonies - t 
the v i r t u e s of 
hus they can show that they too exemplify 
the freeborn."^ 
Furthermore Chrysostom does not b e l i e v e i n an absolutely 
equal s o c i e t y and he makes t h i s c l e a r i n Homily 34, 6 on 
the F i r s t E p i s t l e of S t . Paul to the Cor i n t h i a n s : " . . . 
e q u a l i t y often leads to s t r i f e , God suf f e r e d i t not to be 
a democracy, but a monarchy as i n the army or the family 
i n order t h a t one might be subject and another r u l e . " 
Therefore, the only "Utopia" Chrysostom imagines for h i s 
own e r a l i e s i n the monastery. Monasticism provides the 
c l o s e s t p a r a l l e l s with both Eden before the F a l l and the 
e a r l y C h r i s t i a n community i n Jerusalem. J u s t as those 
e a r l y C h r i s t i a n s l i v e d without p r i v a t e property, 
d i s t i n c t i o n s between r i c h and poor, or s l a v e s , so l i v e 
the monks of Chrysostom's own day. They have plenty of 
everyt h i n g to go around, j u s t as did the Jerusalem 
C h r i s t i a n s ; there l i f e r e p l i c a t e s the exemplary p r a c t i c e s 
of the f i r s t Jerusalem C h r i s t i a n s as Chrysostom imagines 
them.^" 
Monks of h i s own time l i v e i n a b l i s s t h a t reminds him of 
Eden p r i o r to s i n . L i k e Adam i n Paradise, they converse 
with God and have no worldly c a r e s ; a minimum of e f f o r t 
provides f o r t h e i r p h y s i c a l needs. J u s t as, i n Eden, 
th e r e was nothing to give r i s e to envy, jealousy, 
p a s s i o n s and "diseases of the so u l , " so nothing i n 
monastic l i f e should ( t h e o r e t i c a l l y ) prompt such 
m a n i f e s t a t i o n s of v i c e . The monastic l i f e can be c a l l e d 
" a n g e l i c , " an a d j e c t i v e Chrysostom uses to describe the 
monks' sharing of everything i n common. 
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Thus, to conclude, because of Chrysostom's b e l i e f i n the 
monastic i d e a l h i s l i m i t e d Utopian view was speedily 
compromised. For Chrysostom the exemplary character of 
the monastery r e s t s not l e a s t i n i t s representation of 
the " s o c i e t a s p e r f e c t a , " i n s o f a r as i n i t there i s no 
more p r i v a t e property and no more domination of man over 
man but only mutual submission and voluntary s e r v i c e . 
I f one were to ask whether Chrysostom's works are 
s o c i a l i s t i c and communistic or i f he himself was a 
s o c i a l i s t and communist, the answer must s u r e l y be ^ no.' 
From the a c t i o n s as w e l l as the words of S t . John 
Chrysostom i t i s c l e a r t h a t he based h i s teaching 
regarding economic r e l a t i o n s on the general p r i n c i p l e of 
the innate d i g n i t y of human nature. Through t h i s common 
posses s i o n a l l men were i n a c e r t a i n degree equal, and 
e n t i t l e d , i n those things necessary for the proper 
maintenance of l i f e , to a j u s t share of the f r u i t s of the 
e a r t h . The main purpose of human existence was to a t t a i n 
s a l v a t i o n : to t h i s a l l other considerations were 
secondary and subordinate. As a r e s u l t of being a l l 
human, men were viewed as forming one family, united i n 
the str o n g e s t bonds of f r a t e r n a l love, and thus 
c o n s t r a i n e d to mutual a i d and pro t e c t i o n . Compared with 
the d e s t i n y appointed f o r them i n the Kingdom of God the 
best the ea r t h could o f f e r was looked on as worthless. 
I n j u s t i c e and r a p a c i t y were equally opposed to man's 
e a r t h l y p r i v i l e g e s and supernatural end. Worldly 
po s s e s s i o n s were valuable only i n proportion as they 
aided i n securing a Heavenly reward. This reward came to 
those who looked on what they owned as a t r u s t , and 
administered i t i n the way pre s c r i b e d by the Gospel, thus 
gaining the i n t e r c e s s i o n of the needy and the approval of 
Him i n Whose Name they acted. The best i n t e r e s t s of 
C h r i s t i a n i t y were not to be at t a i n e d i n a communistic or 
s o c i a l i s t i c form of s o c i e t y , but i n a s o c i a l condition 
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which o f f e r e d opportunities of mutual succour and care 
and a more righteous d i s t r i b u t i o n of possessions. 
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CONCLUSION 
Attwater says, " i t i s as a f i g h t e r on behalf of what i s 
now c a l l e d ^ s o c i a l j u s t i c e ' t h a t S t . John Chrysostom as a 
m o r a l i s t c a l l s f o r t h the most enthusiasm today."^ 
Chrysostom's teachings concerning the use and misuse of 
wealth s t i l l sound progressive, although about 1,600 
y e a r s have gone by s i n c e he d e l i v e r e d them. Probably the 
most important aspect of h i s ideas i s the s t r e s s on the 
i n d i v i d u a l as "steward" r a t h e r than owner of possessions. 
As C h a r l e s A v i l a w r i t e s , "John went ""back to b a s i c s ' and 
emphasized t h a t a l l wealth, p r i m a r i l y and e s s e n t i a l l y , 
belongs to God, the One Lord."^ This t r u t h i s extremely 
important today i n a c u l t u r e marked by extreme poverty 
and wealth. The "haves" emphasize t h e i r " r i g h t to 
ownership" to such a degree t h a t they no longer have any 
concept of stewardship. The Genesis account of the 
c r e a t i o n of a l l th i n g s , i n c l u d i n g humanity, e s t a b l i s h e s 
God's c l a i m to ownership. By the same token, however, 
people were given stewardship of the earth by God. 
Chrysostom stands on f i r m t h e o l o g i c a l footing when he 
emphasizes God's ownership and people's r e s p o n s i b i l i t y as 
stewards. He provides a good deterrent to the exc e s s i v e 
"pride of ownership" that encourages people to refuse to 
give up any of t h e i r possessions f o r the sake of others. 
As stewards, people must employ wealth i n ways required 
by the owner, God. Possessions are to be used, 
Chrysostom points out above, and not hoarded for t h e i r 
own sakes. 
Chrysostom's s t r e s s on i n d i v i d u a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r 
properly using one's wealth speaks a s i g n i f i c a n t word fo r 
today's s o c i e t y . Often, community r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r 
responding to the needs of the poor i s s t r e s s e d so much 
t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s forget or ignore any personal 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . Chrysostom puts the b a l l back i n t o the 
c o u r t of the i n d i v i d u a l C h r i s t i a n . He r i g h t l y appeals to 
the C h r i s t i a n ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p to God through Jesus C h r i s t 
as the motivating f a c t o r : "He (Jesus) r e c o n c i l e d us when 
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we were His enemies, l e t us, now that we have become 
f r i e n d s , remain so . . . L e t us at l e a s t love Him being 
our f r i e n d . " ^ C h r i s t ' s love and s a c r i f i c e f o r humanity 
should spark people's response to Him. These responses, 
according to Chrysostom, are best e x h i b i t e d by helping 
o t h e r s . Modern C h r i s t i a n s , i t seems, sometimes seem so 
preoccupied with an i n t r o v e r t e d f a i t h t h a t they f a i l to 
c o n s i d e r the world around them. Chrysostom c a l l s each 
C h r i s t i a n to a c t i o n on behalf of others. 
Another aspect of Chrysostom's message that i s s t i l l 
v a l i d and, indeed, much needed today concerns the misuse 
of wealth. With great i n s i g h t , he i d e n t i f i e s the "love 
of mammon" as a force t h a t takes c o n t r o l of people's 
l i v e s . Such people f i n d themselves c o n t r o l l e d by the 
d e s i r e to "get ahead i n the world" and such people today 
see the climb to the top of the corporate or s o c i a l 
ladder as the ultimate goal of l i f e . Chrysostom burst 
t h i s bubble when he says that such people w i l l never be 
content. They w i l l always be driven f u r t h e r by t h e i r 
d e s i r e f o r more wealth and p r e s t i g e . Also, people's 
unnatural love of wealth serves to b l i n d them to the 
great need e x i s t i n g around them. Many wealthy C h r i s t i a n s 
go through l i f e ignorant of the multitudes of homeless, 
hungry, s i c k people l i v i n g on the margins of s o c i e t y . By 
h i s eloquent remonstrances, Chrysostom endeavoured to 
s t i r the s e l f i s h and cold-hearted i n t o l o v i n g t h e i r 
fellow-men, to e x c i t e them to s o c i a l s e r v i c e and to alms-
g i v i n g . To t h i s great doctor the strongest argument for 
c h a r i t y was always the i d e n t i t y of the poor with C h r i s t . 
C h r i s t i s i n the poor man who, by the same r i g h t as the 
r i c h man, belongs to the Body of C h r i s t . Chrysostom 
c o r r e c t l y observes t h a t the love of money excludes the 
love of o t h e r s . T h i s , i n turn, removes the opportunity 
to express love f o r C h r i s t by c a r i n g for others. 
A f i n a l observation concerning Chrysostom's teachings on 
wealth must be made. The concept of " l e a s t e l i g i b i l i t y " 
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i s thoroughly r e j e c t e d i n Chrysostom's words concerning 
alms g i v i n g . E v i d e n t l y , i n Chrysostom's day there were 
people t h a t r e q u i r e d the poor to give an account of t h e i r 
l i v e s f o r the purpose of e s t a b l i s h i n g e l i g i b i l i t y to 
r e c e i v e alms. Chrysostom says that people become judges 
when they do t h i s . As a r e s u l t , God w i l l judge them by 
harsher c r i t e r i a . Chrysostom makes a t h e o l o g i c a l l y based 
judgement: s i n c e C h r i s t i a n s r e c e i v e grace f r e e l y from 
God, they are required to give f r e e l y to the poor. 
Worthiness can never by a requirement i n giving or 
r e c e i v i n g alms s i n c e no one was worthy of C h r i s t ' s 
s a c r i f i c e . 
O v e r a l l , Chrysostom's teachings concerning the use and 
misuse of wealth are s t i l l i n s t r u c t i v e to the Church 
today. He f a i t h f u l l y expounded God's w i l l concerning 
these i s s u e s i n the face of great opposition by the 
powerful ones of h i s day. I n the end, he was martyred 
f o r h i s f a i t h f u l n e s s . Today's C h r i s t i a n s would do w e l l 
to adopt such f a i t h f u l n e s s and boldly proclaim God's 
teachings on wealth to the a f f l u e n t s o c i e t y around them, 
no matter how great the r e s i s t a n c e i s to the message. 
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